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PREFACE. 



THE present work was originally intended 
to be merely a " review " of Dr. Van 
der Linde's "Gutenberg." When, in 1879. 
the editor of the Printing Times and Litho- 
grapher asked me to write such a review for 
that periodical, I readily undertook to do so, 
in the idea that Dr. Van der Linde had as 
ably handled the Gutenberg, as he had the 
Haarlem Coster question, and that, conse- 
quently, my task would be easy. 

The Gutenberg question was comparatively 
new to me ; it had scarcely any attractions for 
me, and my time was very much occupied by 
other work. But I hoped, that when I had 
read Dr. Van der Linde's 800 pages, pro- 
fessing to be based on documents, I should 
have obtained all the information I wanted, 
and should, at the same time, be able to lay 
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before the English public such particulars with' | 
regard to this subject as might reasonably J 
be desired. 

I regret to say that Dr. Van der Linde'sJ 
work proved to be quite insufficient to satisfy ' 
such a modest demand. We owe him, indeed, 
great thanks for having brought many things 
together which are worth reading. But it isi 
clear that Dr. Van der Linde intended, in the a 
first place, to write a book on Dr. Van dtf 1 
Linde himself, and that Gutenberg occupies a 1 
secondary place in his work. 

In his "Haarlem Legend" Dr. Van der Linde I 
complains that people often write books on the 1 
principle of '■ taking three books and making a 1 
fourth of it." It is singular that his own. 
"Gutenberg" is compiled entirely on tliis I 
principle, the only difference being that he 
has taken a greater number of books. I 1 
cannot believe that Dr. Van der Linde lefi;l 
his study, at any time, for even half a minute,! 
for the purpose of research [see also p. gg). 

I feel scarcely inclined to blame him fori 
this shortcoming. Had I myself been able toj 
realise beforehand the time, the trouble, and 
the expense that this Gutenberg- study would! 
cost me. I should have abandoned the subject.'! 
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at the outset The question is surrounded 
on every side by endless difficulties : little 
points, which by themselves seem to have no 
importance whatever, proved, on examination, 
to be real and substantial links in the chain of 
inquiry, which had to be mastered before 
anything further could be attempted, and they 
very often could only be mastered in far, out- 
of-the-way places, or from books which very 
few would think of consulting nowadays. I 
soon found that to quote from any author 
without verification was out of the question, 
least of all from Dr. Van der Linde. Apart 
from the reading of books and documents at 
home, I was compelled to go twice to Paris 
to consult books which are only to be found 
there in the National Library. I spent seven 
weeks in Germany, exploring the Libraries and 
Archives of Strassburg, Heidelberg, Darm- 
stadt, Mentz, Frankfurt, Hochst on the Nidder 
(a private library, see p. 86), Wurzburg, Bruns- 
wick, Wolfenbiittel, Hannover, and Hamburg. 
That Dr. Van der Linde did not feel disposed 
for such labour is not surprising. But it is 
matter for amazement that his book, which I 
have found wanting in every particular 
l^;ardii^ the main question, should have been 
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written in such a tone of authority and 
decision, and with such remarkable intolerance 
of everything that Dr. Van der Linde does not 
approve. His vehemence in speaking of his 
opponents' mistakes, or errors of judgment, is 
never agreeable ; but when we consider that he 
has fallen into as many mistakes as any of his 
predecessors and imagined a great deal more 
than any one of them, and yet had far better 
opportunities for obtaining trustworthy in- 
formation, his vehemence becomes a pheno- 
menon which I leave to others to explain. 

Pages I to ^2, of the present book have 
already appeared in the Printing Times and 
Lithographer, in the numbers for February, 
March, April, and May, 1880, and it was in- 
tended to insert the whole essay in this 
periodical. But my work began to be so 
frequently interrupted on account of the in- 
quiries I had to make, and it increased so 
much, that it was not considered advisable 
to continue the articles in that periodical. 
The portions already published were at once 
printed off at the time in book-form, and 
re-appear, therefore, unaltered. 

The tide of my work asks ; Was Gutenbei^ 
the inventor of printing ? I regret that, after 
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all my labour, I have not found anything 
which enables me to answer this question 
either with yes or no. Of the three principal 
documents one is lost entirely {see pp. 185, 
186); the other two are only preserved in 
transcripts {see pp. loi, 121). In ordinary 
cases, transcripts may be safely relied upon, but 
— considering all the extraordinary forgeries 
and frauds perpetrated on this subject — cau- 
tion is more than ever necessary. But, even if 
we accept the transcripts, and base ourselves 
on what we have, I can only see that these 
documents point to Gutenberg as a printer, 
but not as an inventor of printing, and — that is 
the main question. The Incunabula, which 
are usually ascribed to Gutenberg, tell us 
nothing about him, and, what is still more 
remarkable, they may with the utmost 'facility 
be ascribed to other printers, and have actually 
been ascribed to others. 

On p. 189 I have stated the result of my 
inquiry as far as 1 feel at liberty to formulate 
it myself. This formulation is not based on 
speculations, but is legitimately deduced from 
facts explained in my work. If any one can 
point out errors in my inquiry, my formulation 
of its result must, of course, be erroneous also. 
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No one will be more ready than myself to 
accept new discoveries which may lead to a 
different result. I have, no doubt, fallen into 
mistakes (some I have already been able to 
discover myself, sec the list oi corrigeftda) ; but 
I can honestly say that I have not been influ- | 
enced by enthusiasm for one side or prejudice 
against another, — my only aim has been to 
arrive at the truth. Had I been able to 
pronounce In favour of Gutenberg's claim, or ' 
to bestow unqualified praise on Dr. Van der < 
Linde's work, nothing would have been more ' 
agreeable to me. 

But, though I must leave the main question 
of my book unanswered, I may yet claim, 
by the removal of old errors on the one hand, 
and the discovery of new facts on the other, to 
have narrowed considerably the issue with 
which we shall have to deal in the future. In 
the first place, the theory of a continuance of 
Gutenberg's printing-office till far into the i6th 
century through the Fraires communis v{{(E of 
Marienthal and Friedrich Heumann of Mentz, 
can no longer be maintained {see pp. 130, 140, 
141), unless all my researches prove to be 
wrong. Secondly, the discovery of the fraud 
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" ProgTiostication," preserved at Darm- 
(see p. Ill sq.), has enabled me to 
lOve at once seven books from the List of 
works usually ascribed to Gutenberg. Thirdly, 
the discovery of one of the initials of the 
30-Iine Indulgence of 1454, in an Indulgence 
of 1489 printed by Peter Schoeffer, coupled 
with other circumstances {see pp. 166, 171) has 
enabled me to remove from this List also the 
42-line Bible, and the other works in the same 
type, and to ascribe them to Schoeffer. Lastly, 
I have devoted a considerable portion of my 

irk to the productions of the Bechtermunczes 

Eitville, in order to see what truth there 
'could be in the statement of certain authors 
regarding a continuance of Gutenberg's print- 
ing-office through them. Here again I had to 
leave the point at issue just as it stood for 
want of material necessary for a decision ; but 
I have been able to describe with great care 
the four editions of the Vocabularim Ex quo 
issued from the Eitville press, and to describe 
a fifth work {see p. 179 sq.) produced at the 
same press, of which hitherto the printer had 
ained unknown. Of this latter work a 

lOtograph accompanies my book. 

In short, I believe I may claim to have 
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shown, as far as possible, what are facts and 
what is fiction with regard to Gutenberg, and 
thereby to have made an historical and biblio- 
graphical treatment of the subject possible. 

All that I have found could have been found, 
and ought to have been found, by Germans ; 
and I have no doubt that more will be found, 
whenever the private and public libraries 
of Germany come to be properly explored. 
The Germans themselves have hitherto done 
very little more than talk about Gutenberg 
{see also p. 114). If every library could have 
its 15th-century books catalogued by com- 
petent persons on the system inaugurated by 
the late Mr. Holtrop in his " Catalogus 
librorum saec. xv" impressorum in Bibl. regia 
Hagana," published in 1856, and by Mr. Brad- 
shaw in his publications {see p. 3), whom 
Mr. Sinker followed in his " Catalogue of the 
i5th-cenlury printed books in the Library of 
Trinity College, Cambridge," published in 
1876, our knowledge of these books would 
soon be on another footing,* 
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* ^Vhen we mention books which have advanced our 
knowledge of xv'''-century printing, we must not forget two 
very importaDt works, which have not been matched any- 



It will, perhaps, be thought that I have been 
too diffuse in treating of some of the docu- 
ments ; e.g. that of 1455, which occupies the 
pages 63-102. But it should not be forgotten 
that when I prepared myself for reviewing Dr. 
Van der Linde's work, I found him, to my 
astonishment, refer, in regard to this document, 
to a mere title (see his p. li, No. 376, at the end 
of his work), prefixed in 1712 to a transcript 
made in that year by Von Glauburg, from a 
transcript-, which was asserted to have been 
made, in 1600, by Joh. Friedr. Faust von 
Aschaffenburg, from an original of which I 
could find no trace. When I further saw Dr. 
Van der Linde state that this Von Glauburg 



where ; namely, Mr. Holtrop's Monuments typographiqua 
des Pays-Bas, and Mr. William Blades' Ltfe of Caxton. 
The latter's work is unrivalled for its minute and thorough 
analysis and examination of Caxton's several types. 

The "Anna/es de la Typo^rapkie JSHtrlandaise au xif 
siidt" (1874, 1878) by Mr. Campbell, the Librarian of the 
Hague, embody the Incunabula of the Low-Countries 
uranged in ap Alphabetical order, which had been fonueriy 
described by Mr. Holtrop, ananged under towns and 
priniera. 

In 1880 the Authorities of the St Gallen Chapter-Libraiy 
published a Catalogue of their Incunabula, arranged like 
the " Annales " of Mr. CampbelL 
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(who himself said that he copied from a tran- 
scripi) had also supplied Kohler with an 
authentic (!) copy, I felt bound to make in- 
quiries {see p. 63, note). The process was a 
long one, and the result could, perhaps, have 
been given in a single page, but seeing the 
state of confusion in which Wetter and Dr. 
Van der Linde were with regard to this docu- 
ment {see p. 93), I thought it better to publish 
my article just as I had written it down 
while making the researches. Future authors 
on Gutenberg will be able to condense all I 
have said into a few lines. But we shall now 
know at least that they cannot speak again of 
an original, unless they have actually found 
one themselves. 

I have avoided all direct reference to the 
tradition of a Haarlem Invention of Printing, 
because, having no opportunities at present to 
make researches in this direction, I feel bound 
to abide by the results which Dr. Van der 
Linde made known in 1870. I have never 
made any thorough examination of the Haarlem 
question, but such inquiries as I have made 
have led me to believe that the Haarlem claim 
cannot be maintained. At the appearance of 
Dr. Van der Linde's Haarlem Legend m 1870, 
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I was so struck by its excellency that I trans- 
lated the work into English. Now, that I 
have made a thorough examination of his work 
on Gutenberg, and have found this book so 
singularly unreliable, 1 should wish to go over 
the ground by which he reached his results 
with respect to the Haarlem question. Dr. 
Van der Linde appears to be most easily led 
away by what he reads, if only it coincides with 
his views.* He believes, for instance, in 



* I am, moreover, afraid that Dr. Van dei Linde has not 
sufficiently realised the importance, in studies of this kind, 
of being able to read ihe contractions so common in 
mediaeval writing and even in early printing. In the verses 
"Scema tabemaculi &c.," which appeared for the first time 
in the Institutiones Justiniani of 1468, and arc said to have 
originated with Joh. Fons, the chief corrector in Schoeffer's 
office, Dr. Van der linde (p. 387) prints, in line 13, rtpetire, 
a word which never existed. The edition itself has repire, 
whidi is, of course, repfrire. Dr. Van der Ltnde's quota- 
lion has, in this instance, all the appearance of having been 
copied from the original, and as his book contams other 
misreadings of contractions (I remember at least two more 
examples : set his p. 290, line 6 from foot, ita Xtit iam ; 
line 4 from foot, qtioqat modo for qmquomodo)^ it seems 
not unreasonable to assume that his rep^/ire is not a 
misprint This deficiency on his part, and the fact that 
he is unacquainted with the dating of medla:val documents 
{rre my pp. 12, 13), suggest the Wo questions: whether 
Dr, Van der Linde gives his documents correclly, and 
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everything that Madden (in his Lettres cCun 
Bibliographer Paris, 1868-75) has written; e.g. 
on p. 260 he informs us that Madden has 
- "strikingly shown" that in the .first printing- 
offices an anagnostes (reader, lector) dictated 
to several compositors at the same time, and 
that consequently often three editions of the 
same work appeared at one and the same 
time. 

It would lead me too far out of my way to 
discuss this point here. Suffice it to say that 
I have examined M. Madden s arguments, with 
the incunabula before me, and found them 
breaking down at the first touch. Guided by 
such " showings," however. Dr. Van der Linde 
seems quite ready to write anything; see his 
p. 454, where he suggests that the editions of 
the Donatus, which are, on good grounds, pre- 
sumed to be Dutch productions, were perhaps 
printed in the dfinvent at Weidenbach where 
Madden professes to have discovered a 15th- 
century printing -establishment. It is sur- 
prising that Dr. Van der Linde makes these 



whether in his researches he does not miss certain points 
which would present that which he gives us in a different 
Ught? 
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suggestions without verifying any of Madden's 
points, and notwithstanding that he had ex- 
pressed (on p. 99) his gratification at M . 
Campbell's proceedings in placing these incu- 
nabula at " Utrecht"? 

In the Bibliographical descriptions of docu- 
ments and incunabula, care has been taken to 
represent as exacUy as possible the signs of 
contraction or peculiar types of the originals. 
Some of these types, however, were manufac- 
tured for the occasion, and it is possible that 
some of them may have become deranged in 
the process of printing. In some cases the 
contractions of the originals have been ex- 
panded by italics. 

I have given no photographs of any book or 
document (except a page of an Eltville book, 
the type of which has hitherto remained 
entirely unnoticed), because Mr. Bradshaw has 
already several photographs made of works 
published by the primitive German Presses for 
the purpose of bringing out at some future 
time an atlas of such plates. 

In the course of my researches in the British 
Museum, in the Paris National Library, and in 
Germany, I met everywhere great readiness to 
assist me. Especially 1 have to thank M. 




Thierry, of the Paris National Library; the 
Darmstadt Archivists, Dr. Freiherr Schenk zu 
Schweinsberg and Dr. Wyss ; Dr. Bbckel, the 
Secretary of the Mentz Library ; Dr. Grotefend, 
the Archivist of Frankfurt, and Dr. Ernst 
Kelchner, of tlie Frankfurt Town Library ; 
Professor Dr. Otto von Heinemann, the Wol- 
fenbtittel Librarian; Dr. Isler, the Librarian, 
and Herr Haack, the Custos, of the Hamburg 
Town Library ; the Burgomasters of Hamburg 
(Dr. Kirchenpauer) and Frankfurt (Dr. 
Heusenstamm) granted me special facilities 
for research, which the ordinary rules of their 
Libraries did not allow to strangers; Hen- 
Senator Culemann, at Hannover, gave me for 
two days unrestricted access to his treasures, 
among which a collection of Letters of In- 
dulgence is certainly most remarkable. The 
only place where I met with strange incivility 
and an absolute refusal, was the Roman 
Catholic Seminary at Mentz, though I had 
an introduction to the authorities from the 
well-known Professor Schneider, Prebendary 
of the Dom-Kirclu of Mentz. I cannot help 
thinking that this treatment was owing to 
some misunderstanding. 

Professor Paul Meyer has kindly verified for 




me, on three or four occasions, certain points 
in the Paris Library, and assisted me in other 
ways. Professor Dr. Karl von Halm, the 
Librarian of the Munich Library, has greatly 
facilitated my work by kindly forwarding to 
me the Vocabularius Ex quo of 1477 {see p. 
149), and the TkcTnas de Aquino, Su?nma, of 
35 lines {see p. 180). Of the latter work he 
allowed me to give a photograph of one of 
its pages. 

Though my task has been difficult and 
wearisome, it was considerably lightened by 
the kind and generous interest which Mr. 
Henrv Bradshaw, the Cambridge University 
Librarian, has taken in the progress of the 
work. His patience, his intimate knowledge 
of the subject, and his keen judgment, often 
helped me out of difficulties when I was 
perplexed by the intricacies of the subject. ' 
He has spent many hours in considering, 
weighing, and correcting certain portions of 
my work. I have often had occasion to men- 
tion him, but I am indebted to him for more 
than I have pointed out. In fact, Mr. Brad- 
shaw has so freely communicated to me his 
views on many important matters, and I have 
so freely made use of all his suggestions, that 
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my only fear is lest the publication of this 
work should lead him to think that he may 
dispense with the publication of a work of 
his own, for which he has been preparing a 
long time. This circumstance I should regret, 
for I must have left unsaid a great many 
things, and I feel sure that what I have said 
could have been brought out by him in a far 
better way. 



J. H. HESSELS. 



Cambridge, 
April 12, 1882. 



m\i^ - 






1 






^^^^ 


1 




■ 




CONTENTS. 




4 


Pre&ce. table of contents, corrigenda, &c 


vii- 


^M 


Introductoiy 






i-ii ^H 


Document I. 


Letter of 24 Marcli, 1414 (a foi^ryj 




^H 


„ 3. 


Contract of 16 Jan., 143a 




^H 


3- 


DccUion of the Archbp. of Mentz, of 28 








Mwch. 1430 


13. 


■ 




Guienbtrg at Sirasiburg: 






•• 4- 


Act of 14 March. 1434 


18. 


^1 


:: 1: 


Contract of 30 May. 1434 


19. 


'■' ^H 


Breach of promise case of 143? (a fiction) 
Law-suit of 1439 


■9. 


1E3 ^H 


;; I 


li: 


185 ^H 


Act of Jan. t% to March 35, 1441 


isi ^H 


9- 




S8. 


^H 


',.' U. 


Act of 17 Nov., 1443 ... 


60, 


■ 




1439 to 13 March, 1444 


61, 


■ 




Gutenberg at Mentz : 






•> '»• 


Letter dated 17 Oct., 1448 


63, 


.8> ^1 


.. »3- 


Notarial Acl, 3 July, 1453 (a foiBery) ... 


63. 


.Ss ^H 


.. 14- 


Lawsuit of I4S5 


63. 


^^H 


;• ;i- 


103, 


isi ^H 


/i>rsn/ imprint of 1458 


"03. 


^H 


:; ;S: 


Letter of 10 July. 1459 (a tar^tn) 


'OS. 


ia> , ^H 


„ 10 April, 1461 


106. 


i8> ^H 


.. 19- 


Items in an Account-boolt of 1461 


106, 


isi ^H 


» 30. 


Kubric of t9 June, 1463 (a forgery) 


107. 


^H 




Decree of 17 Jan., 1465 


114, 


182 ^H 




Entry of3 Feb. (1468, but really before t433). 


monAnni- '^H 






116, 


185 ^^H 


.. '3- 


Dr. Homerv'i bond of 26 Feb.. 1468 ... 


119. 


189 ^M 


Poblkationt of Friedr. Heiimiwn 




126 ^^H 






131 ^^H 


Publieiiion* ot the Eltrille Prc*s 


1 


141 ^^H 



XXIV 



Contents. 



Descriptive List of the types and works attributed 
to Gutenberg •« 



• • • « • ' 



Xvpes I and 2 . . . 
Indulgence of 1454 and I455i3i lines 
(with Folding-Plate &cing p. 150) 

Type I continued 

Manung for 1455 

Klalendar for 1457 

Cisianus 

Donatus, 27 lines 

Donatus, 27 lines 

Donatus, 30 lines 

Bible of 36 lines 

Pfister*s works 

Types 3 suid 4 . . . 

Indulgence of 14C4 and 1455,30 lines 
(With Folding-Plate &cing p. 150) 

Type 3 continued 

Donatus of 24 or 25 or 26 lines 
Donatus of 32 lines 
Donatus of 33 lines 
Donatus of 33 lines 

Bible of 42 lines 

Cantica of 42 lines 

Donatus of 35 lines 



Typec 
Cath< 



or 



.atholicon of 1460 

Matt, de Cracovia, 30 lines 
Thorn, de Aquino, 34 lines 
Thorn, de Aquino, 36 lines 

X ypc J ••• .*. .•• 
Indulgence of 146 1, 15 lines 
Bull of 1461, 32 lines (Qy. ? ex- 
isting?) 

X. jruc o«a« ••• •«. ,,, 
Donatus of 27 lines (of 145 1 
rather later?) 

Types 7 and 8 (not Gutenberg's types) 
Kalendar, or Prognostication for 
1482, with/i/n;^date 1460 ... 
Tract de celebr. missarum, with a 

^^a/ date 1463 

Stx other works in these types ... 

Eltville Press (with Photographic plate) 
Summary review of documents 
Formulation of result 

^MUwA ••• ••• ••• ..« .,, 



150 



174 
174 



«49 



150 



157 



157 






158 




158 




159 




;§ 




161 




•• • 


164 \ 


164 




i 


• • • 


168 


1 


168 

169 
170 




oeffer's 


xwii 




•g 


170 




CO 


170 






171 


/ 


• • • 


171 


171 




172 




173 




174 







174 



176 



176 




...107,178 


. 


108 




107 




108 




• • • • • • 


179 


• • • • • • 


182 


• • • • • • 


189 


% m • • • • 


"93 




CORRIGENDA, ADDENDA, &c. 
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, 43, „ „ ,. „ h, mA manlity ef p€ars \w.\xaA oi 
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den Kiinenem U the name of 
some locaJiljr (like Uatet den 

Linden in Berlin). 
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Quarlalblallcr da hist. Vcrcins far Htsstn, p. 16, when 
mv translation of the Law-suit of 1439 [in wliich I had 
followed other authors, where I cuuld not decide for 
mjself) had alieady been printed.] 
, 9, line 19 : "Mayence about i400-t4[0&c." These dates aTc, 
of coniM, quoted from Dr. Van der Linde. Dr. Wyss 
(Lc.p. II) points out that, as in l43oGutcnbei2 appears 
OS a member of a political party, his birtb didsI be placed 
earlier than "the end of the first decenoium of the isth 
cenluty." Dr. Hedher in the Archiv des hist, yertms 
EVH UHlerfrankeH, xiv. 1. 168 sqq., speaks of Gutenberg 
us having been born in 1397- 
. It, lines 16, 16, and 34, read 17 instead of 16. 

■ 7. The contemporary Narrative, to which I refer >s publishni 
by BodnianD, is regarded by Dr. Wyss (1. c. p. 11), as 
another forgery of this curious Prof. Bodmann. I gladly 
accept his opiidon in the matter ; but the question really 
arises : is there anything in this subject that we can 
tnistt This Gutenbcrg-eiperience should cure us all 
from the wealmeu of cejyinst In the be^nning of my 
work ] have done it occasionally in unimportani matters 
where vcriiication was inifviiillc, and nearly each lime 
fallen into the trap. 
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Page 49, right band column, lioe 19, Tor the Eii words to fay tm St. 
Hmry'i day, we must, prob«bly, read (0 rrfay aaij. Di, 
Gtot^end, the Archivist of Frankfurt, told mc lost ycu 
that he dill not think there vias a. dale in the German 
text ; he would reiid ih insleiLd of am ; cf. further Lexei'i 
Lexicon, il. 524, sub v. riicits. 
II 54i "£)>( hand column, line 13 from foot : But when the pit- 
giioiage &c. — Dr. Vfyss (1. c. p. 11) points out that thi* 
reference to a putting off of the Pilgrimage is rather sur- 
prising, as there can be no question of such a putting off, 
the pilgrimage bai-ing token place in the jreai tn which it 
was to have taken place. A septennial tumns was cus- 
tomary, and in a document of 1445 it is distinctly £ajd 
that the last pilgrimage had been that of 144a, and that - 
'*' [t would lie that of 1447; other documents speak 



„,,..,. . '9. ^6. 33. 401 47 etc.— 
Perhaps Weocker or Schoepflin have been asleep here. 
j8, line 4 from foot, read Schmidt instead OfStAmid. 

59, line I ! il is 3 It. &c AU this is not said by Dr. Van det 

Linde, but quoted by him from K. Klein's article (in 
Maimer Woclienblatt, 1S56, No. 45 sq.) on the so-caU»l , 
discovery of the Press. _ 

60, lines 36, 39, 4J read Schmidt, instead of Schmid. I 
71, line 16 from foot, iai/idiliKO bis, lead^tli nobis. 

■01, line 6, read Ihim, instead of that. 

114, line iS. for l9/an., read : (am denu lag saitt Anlanientag, 
i.e. on Thursday, St. Anthony's day, i.e.) 17 Jan. 

I ig, line 5 from foot, for Friday after Fihr. 24, 1 46S, read 
Friday afttr Ftbr. aj, i.t. Ftir. 26, 1468. In the 
original diafl of my work I had copied the dales of all 
the documents from Dr. Van der linde's work. FindinE 
afterwards that nearly all his dates were wrong, I verified 
tbem gmdiially before the sheets went to press. I have 
already pointed out tome of his errors (see p. 12); but 
untoriiumtely the pages, where the two last dates occur, 
went to ores* without my remembering that I had not 
verified them. I now b<^ the reader to rectifV them. 
The last document (Homery's bond of 146S) is dated uff 
/rytagnac/i Sant Mathys dag, i.e. en the Friday aficr Si. 
Matthias day. The Matthias day is, in cammoc years, 
the a4th of Febr., but in the year 146S, which was a 
leap^ear, il fell on the 25th, and as this was a Thursday, 
the Friday following it was, therefore, the 26th. 
i! Fnilreseonimiinis vilaeof Marienlial. Petzholdl's A'liwr 
Anaigir, April, 1ES2, contains an interesting articleon 
the Marieathal Press, by Dr. FaJk, the Catholic Pastor 
of Mombaj;h. near Menti. of which, a few days ago, he 
kindly sent me a copy, with a facsimile of ihe two real 
MaiieDtbal types, and another of two types which Dr. 
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Fftik ascribei also lo the FmCces (and trhlch he calls, 
therefore, typet 3 and 4) on account of cenain poitiona 
of the Manenlhal Breviary of 1474, being mixed with 
portions of B Breviary prioted in these types (3 and 4), 
preserved in the Library nt Giesscn. I am unable lo 
investigBte this mailer just now, and can only remark 
here that Breviimes are sometimes made up of sheets or 
leans belonging to diiTeient editions, and that I hare 
reuon to believe that Dr. Falk's types 3 and 4 are H«f 
Marienthal types, but belong to some Cologne printer. 
Page '5*. Di- Wyss (I.e. p. 24I informs us that, in the Archives it 
Marburg, there is a copy of the Indulgence of Paulinus 
Cbappc of 1454, which was issued at Ertfurd. As nearly 
■ third part (of the left hand &Lde) has been torn off, the 
month and day of the month cannot be given. As Dr. 
Wyss says thai the copy agrees with the facsimile given 
by Bernard I, pi. v No. 3, 1 pTesuroe that it is a copy of 
the 31-line Indulgence, and probably belongs to Ihe 

, 153, line? (number 3). Dr. Wyss (I. c. p. 34] spealcs of this 
copy as being in the Baronial Riedesel Archives at 
Eisenbach. As he gives no further infonoation, it 
remains uncertain to which of the several issues this copy 
belongs, 
p, 170, number 5. A facsimile of this Donatus ma; be seen in 
Fischer's Typ<^. Seltenh. pt. I ; cf. ib. p. 53, and 
pL 3 P- 33. 

Sotheby {PriHcifia Tyfogr. ii. 175) mentions atunhtr 
tdilum of 33 lines, in the same 4Z-1ine Bible type, of 
which the two remaining leaves are preserved in the 
Bodloan Library at Oxlord. Tliey had successively 
belonged to Dr, Kloss (see the Calslogue of his Library, 
sold by Messrs. Sotheby, May 7, 1835, No. 1287), and 
the Bishop (Butler) of Lichfield. 

When I visited Paris in the summer of 1881 I took no 
notice of this Donatus nor of Ihe edition mentioned on 
p. 171, because at thai time I hBd no intention of inserting 
in this work a List of the so-called Gutenberg Incnna- 
bula ; hence these two works are mentioned without any 
descriptioo. 
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GUTENBERG: 
WAS HE THE INVENTOR OF PRINTING 7* 



I Dr. Van der Lindk, the latest author on the Invention of 

I Printing, is a Hollander by birth, but a German by bias 

and inclination. He is a scholar of great erudition, and 

has been before the literary English public during the last 

eight years. He has always been a lover of books and 

L equally fond of writing them. In 1864, a large portion of his 

I enormous librar)', the catalogue ol which occupied nearly 

I 400 octavo pages, was sold at Brussels. We have from 

his hand treatises on the orthoepy of the English language— 

the orthography of the Dutch Dictionary (in German) — 

Bibliography of Haarlem — of David Joris — of Balthazar 

Bekker — of Benedictus Spinoza — several works on Chess — 

also the History and Literature of Chess, a vols. 8vo. (in 

German )— studies on Theology, Bibliography, &c. &c 

No one can be surprised that a Hollander of such 

varied literary attainments should have his attention drawn 

to what we may call the vexed question of the invention of 

Printing. Our readers are aware that a controversy has 

■ been carried on between several towns, not always very 

I temperately, almost ever since the tirst spread of the art, as 

* Gateoberg, Geschichle und Erdichtang kui den Quellen lucbge- 
sKn, vM Dr. A. van der UnAe. 8vn. Stuttgart. 1S7S, 



to which of ihem could claim ihe honour of the invention. 
Even now the issue can scarcely be said to be narrowed to 
the two well-known towns, Haarlem and Mentz. 
■ Dr. Van der Linde was born at Haarlem, and wrote 
a Bibliography of Haarlem. He jirepared himself for 
the study of the question of the invention of Printing 
by conversations with the late Mr. Holtrop, Librarian 
of the Royal Library at the Hague. These conversa- 
tions led to his researches in the Archives of Haarlem, 
which in Ihcir turn produced his work on the Haarlem 
Legend, published in Dutch in 1870, and afterwards 
translated into English (London: Blades. 1S70), French, 
and German. 

Dr. Van der Ijnde's pen is sharp and venomous. His 
" Haarlem I^^nd " is written in language as bitter as 
wormwood, and that of his present book is no less 
strong. Woe be to those who dispeiit from his views. 
Whether his antagonists arc men of importance or not 
known at all, be attacks them all with the same relentless 
severity. His large views and cosmopolitan spirit induce 
him to ridicule, on all occasions, a country of such small 
proportions as Holland. That his countrymen ever claimed 
the honour of the invention of printing is to him not an 
error of judgment but a capital offence. That the Dutch 
never worshipped him for his vituperative language — that 
they did not at once, at the appearance of his " Haarlem 
Legend," destroy the statue erected to Laurens Jans20on 
Coster, the supposed inventor of printing — is to hira the 
worst of all crimes they could perpetrate. 

Dr. Van der Linde's merits, with regard to the history of 
[he invention of printing, are great The cobwebs of the 
Haarlem tradition were laid bare, and torn asunder by him 
with a masterly hand. But in every line he writes on the 
subject he displays a hatred and contempt for the country 
of his birth and his countrymen, which seem to me as mis- 
placed as his indignation would seem to be unnecessary. 
'lliat Dr. Van der Linde does not love Holland and Ihe 
Hollanders is, perhaps, owing to bad treaiment he has 
received from their hands. But who could expect the 
Dutch to fondle and caress the author of the Haarlem 
legend and of the book before us? That he loves 
Germany and the Germans is a purely personal affiiir and 
a matter of taste, with which science has nothing to do. 
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In all that Dr. Van der Linde has written on the subject 
he has shown great talents, but in his antipathy against the 
Dutch he has overlooked one great point in the contro- 
versy. Bibliography, even in the widest acceptation of the 
word, is a field in which the labourers are few. These 
labourers can, necessarily, be only librarians and private 
collectors, or persons within easy reach of a library. The 
study of the early-printed books, on which the question of 
the invention of printing turns exclusively, is only a branch, 
though it be a very important branch, of bibliography, 
and the study of these books was not so easy in former 
years, when the volumes found in the large collections 
now concentrated in various towns and private houses 
were more or less scattered all over Europe, and that 
while travelling was not so easy as at present Even in 
our time they are dispersed all over the globe, and 
access to them is difficult Some of the great public 
repositories of these treasures — the British Museum, the 
Bodleian Library at Oxford, the Cambridge University 
Library, the Hague Royal Library, the Paris Library, &c., 
are open to every one. In a great many other towns we 
find at present collections which will enable any one to 
get at least some insight into the mystery of the incu- 
nabula. But even now, who would say that, for instance, 
in the British Museum the study of the early-printed books 
is easy? Or who would say diat it is easy in the Paris 
Library, where there is not even a catalogue? In fact, 
with all the impediments in one's way, it is much easier to 
account for the rather superficial knowledge prevailing in 
this department of research than for the profound know- 
ledge of incunabula which we meet with in Mr. Bradshaw. 
His intimacy with early-printed books was acquired by 
years of patient study. The results of this study are only 
a few pages published in 1870 (A classified index of the 
fifleenth-century books in the collection of the late M. J. 
de Meyer) and 1871 (List of the founts of type and wood- 
cut devices used by printers in Holland in the fifteenth 
century), but these few pages have done more good for the 
study of the early-printed books than all the ponderous 
volumes under which the question of the invention of 
printing is buried. They have furnished us with an almost 
infallible guide for describing and classifying incunabula, 
and a guide which henceforth no cataloguer of these books 
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can afford to discard. But Mr. £radshaw*s devotion to, 
and patience for, this study are exceptional. Very few men 
can afford to spend their time on a subject which requires 
almost more time and labour than any other, and, in a 
pecuniary sense, is the least remunerative of alL Very 
few men have time and inclination to acquire that 
intimate knowledge of manuscripts, of books, and of 
history which has enabled Mr. Bradshaw to arrive at his 
results. 

Dr. Van der Linde ought to have considered all the dis- 
advantages under which the study of the invention of 
printing and the incunabula is prosecuted, and that the 
misdeeds he so freely and harshly imputes to all those who 
have written on the Haarlem claims really arise from 
nothing but ignorance and are the result of difficulties in 
the way of this study. Dr. Van der Linde himself, with all 
his knowledge, training, and zeal has not been able to 
avoid the rocks on which so many of his predecessors 
have stranded. His book is deficient in arrangement The 
information on certain important documents is very defec- 
tive and scattered through his work, so as to make it 
almost impossible to collect it He copies from others 
without saying who they are, so that it is not always easy 
to discover his sources. I shall feel bound, moreover, to 
point out some singular errors into which he has fallen, 
which, if he had detected them in others, would have made 
him wroth indeed. I am not the apologist of any author 
who has written on tliis most troublesome and complicated 
question, but I shall have to show that with respect to this 
subject at least Dr. Van der Linde lives in a glasshouse, and 
should not throw stones. 

If what I have to say can induce Dr. Van der Linde to 
moderate his tone, and to dissociate the question from 
personal matters, I shall consider myself amply repaid for 
all the labour I have spent in endeavouring to supplement 
the shortcomings of himself and others who have written 
on this subject. 

Curiously enough, in the preface to his book. Dr. Van der 
Linde asks the reader to have patience with his errors of 
orthography^ for, he sa3rs, ''man errs as long as he 
occupies himself with bibliography and orthography." 
Surely such a request seems strange in a man who treats 
every one as a knave who commits the most insignificant 
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error in writing on Koster or the Haarlem question. But 
let us turn to his book. 

Dr. Van der Linde has happily divided his work into two 
parts — Hhlory and FkHon. I shall occupy myself exclu- 
sively with what he himself considers to be the historical 
part The task of perusing the legendary part may be left 
to those who have time and inclination for reading not 
always pleasant or profitable. Even the historical part of 
Dr. Van der Linde's book is interspersed with hard language, 
which we do not agree with him to have been necessary. 

The author commences with an explanation of the differ- 
ence between xylography and typography, i.e., printing f rem 
wooiUn blocks and printing with movable cast types, and it 
will, perhaps, not be superfluous to follow him to some extent 
The art of printing, i.e., the art of impressing by means of 
certain forms and colours, figures, pictures, tetters, words, 
lines, whole pages, &c., on other objects, existed long before 
the fifteenth century. Wuttke, in his " History of Writing" 
(Leipzig: 1872), remarks that, in Ninive, centuries before 
our era, the strokes of cuneated letters were impressed 
Vithout any difficulty in soft clay, by means of a graver ; 
'that the Babylonians cut the same characters in relief on 
wooden blocks, in order to impress them by these means 
In wet day. In China, the art of printing books was in- 
vented much earlier than in Europe; the earliest printed 
work known — the books of Kungtse — is said to have been 
prepared between 890 and 925. It is well known that the 
Mongols, when they conquered China in (he thirteenth cen- 
tury, adopted Buddhism and learned Chinese writing and 
block-printing. Afterwards they overran the East of Europe, 
and remained there for nearly two centuries. Though we 
have no documents to prove that the Mongols introduced 
block-printing into Europe, it is certain that about 1400, 
xylography became known all over (Germany, as far as 
P~landers, At the same time, we begin to hear of linen- 
paper, atulf-printing, &c 

Engraving, which may be said to be inseparably connected 
with printing, was practised from time immemorial, but the 
idea of multipl>-ing representations from one engraved plate 
or block was wanting to the ancients. As late as the second 
half of the fourteenth century, every book, including school 
and prayer books, were written by hand ; all figures, even 
pUying-caids and images of saints, were drawn with the 
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pen or painted with a brush. One of the picture-books of 
the Middle Ages, the Biblia Pauperum^ is well known. It 
contains the life of Christ ; and we have MSS. of this work 
as early as circ. 1300 (c£ Camesina, Die Darstdlungen der 
Biblia Pauperum, Wien : 1863, in which is described a MS., 
of the beginning of the fourteenth century, preserved in 
the Chapter Library of St Florian, on the Enns in Austria ; 
and Laib und Schwarz, Biblia Pauperum, Zurich : 1867, in 
which is described another MS. of about 1300, preserved 
at Constanz). A remodelling and development of this 
work is the Speculum humancB salvationis. 

In the fifteenth century these and other picture-books 
were multiplied by means of wood-engraving and a mode 
of printing technically called (anopisthographic) block-printing 
or Xylography, At first the pictures done were printed by 
this process, and the text afterwards added in manuscript ; 
as time went on, text and pictures were printed simul- 
taneously. A goodly quantity of single leaves produced in 
this manner, either without any text, or with short in-, 
super- and sub-scriptions, have been found from time to 
time, especially in the bindings of early-printed books. 
Some of these leaves have dates which raise them to the 
rank of historical documents. We may mention the Brussels 
Mary-engraving of 14 18 (though doubts have been expressed 
as to whether the date has not been tampered with) ; the 
St Christopher of 1423, in Lord Spencer's Library and 
the National Library at Paris ; the St. Bemardinus of 1454, 
a so-called Schrot-blatt or dotted print, &a &c. 

Of dated block-books, i>. works of more than one 
xylographic leaf, we have an illustrated alphcdfet, of 1464 
— of which a perfect copy is at Basle, an imperfect copy 
in the British Museum ; a Biblia Pauperum (in German), 
printed at Nordlingen, in 1470; the Defensorium oi 1470 
and 1 471; XSxt Entkrist ol 1472; the Ars moriendi o( 1473 
and 1504, &c. &c. 

Books, exclusively consisting of texts, without any 
pictures, either were but seldom made, or have been 
lost, owing to their possessing but little attraction. We 
know, among such, the Alexander Gallus^ Doctrinale, 1446 ; 
Donaius de octo partibus orationisy Ulm, 1475, ^^ 

Printing with wooden blocks was, however, not the only 
mode in use in the fifteenth century ; pictures were also 
engraved in metal. We have a leaf of a cycle of engraved 
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K]nctures of the passion (formerly in the possession of M. 
1 Renouvier at Moniptllier) of 1446; a copper Marj-- 
I engraving of the Master P with the date 1451 (but see 
, Willshire, Ancient Prints, I. 40, 288) ; a Last Supper- 
engraving, preserved in the British Museum, dated 1457, 
&c &c. 

The number both of daUd and undated leaves and block- 
books is at present considerable. It is not my plan either 
to enumerate them or to enter into the details of the 
various processes of engraving or priming. The latter have 
been treated in so many books that I may fairly suppose 
the reader to be acquainted with them, or at least with 
the books treating on these subjects. 

One great desideratum still exists, namely, a list or 
catalogue of all the prints or engravings and block-books 
which have been discovered to this day, and have been 
the subject of such elaborate discussions and treatises. 
Messrs. Berjeau (Cat Ulustr^ des livres xylogr., Lond., 
1865) and Weigel (Verzeichn. der xylogr. Bucher des 
XV. Jahrh., Leipz., 1856; Weigel and Zestermann, Die 
Anfange der Druckerkunst in Bild und Schrift, a vols., 
Leipz., 1866) have done much towards the compilation of 
such a list, but we are still very far from having a catalogue 
of ail there are. To give an idea of the vast quantity of 
single prints, which have been discovered from time to 
dme, we need only say that the rich ColUdio Wdgeliana, 
described in the last-named work, contained about 100 
early copper engravings, more than 150 wood engravings, 
about 80 so-called Sthrat-blatler (dotted prints), 5 woodcuts 
in metal frames (one of 1468), 10 prints ou stuff (silk, rick, 
Llinen), g prints on paste, and 60 metal engravings. 
■. The sculptors (pyldsnyti^, betldtsniders), engravers {plarl- 
ptyden), printers (either briefdruckem — from brt^t, i. e. 
riphim — and drvckem, printers, or prentem, printers), 
iciefmalem (1' e. painters of briefs), &c., &c., constituted 
rerywhere separate guilds. There existed one at Nord- 
Slngen. 1418 ; at Uim, 1441 ; at Antwerp, 1442 ; at Bruges, 
1451. A& briefdruikfr vie know Jan the prenter at Antwerp, 
1417 ; Wilhelm Kegel at Nordlingen, 1428 ; Henne Cruse 
of Mainz, at Frankfurt, 1440, &c The xylographers re- 
Btded themselves as printers, and the expressions used in 
jeii art were afterwards transferred to t>'pography. A 
Qrlc^raphic Bauernkalender is said to be " printed at 




Regensburg ;" Dinckmut says, under his xylographic Do- 
natus : " Per Cunradum dincltmut VImensis oppidi Civem 
impressus." From the diary of the abbat Jean Le Robert 
we know that in 1446 he bought a Doctrinale, which was 
jeti en moute {i.e. mechanically printed from a wooden 
block or other instrument, on vellum ; I copy Dr. Van der 
IJnde), and in the privilege which the Paris printers 
obtained in 1474, from Louis XI., it is said that they 
obtained it " pour I'exercise de leur ars et raestiers de 
faire livres de plusieurs mani&res d'escriptures en moile et 
autrement." Philippe de Comines wrote in his " Mcmoires," 
under the year 1498, of Heronyme (Savonarola), that he had 
all his sermons _/tf('/ metire en moult, which in the edition of 
Pelilot, is altered to " il les a fait imprimer." 

Dr. Van der I.inde lays stress on the point, that not 
printing, the ars impressoria. was waiting to be invented, 
but fyjipgraphy, i. e. the multiplication of writing by means 
of cast (individual, movable, metal) types or letters. Typo- 
graphy is the art of printing, but the art of printing was not 
yet typography. In the new art, printing was also the end 
and the result, but the means to obtain this end were quite 
different Not the mcn'ability of the eicmenta (letters) of 
the writing to be printed, but the art of forming the types, 
was the invenriorL The simple movability or individuality 
of the types, he says, is not sufficient ; their body has 10 
be of the utmost geometrical precision, which can only be 
obtained by a correct manufacture of the palrices and 
matrices, which are really the essence of the invention of 
typography. The cutting and casting of metal types, and 
the printing of single leaves or books, constitute the original 
typography, the terminology of which is perfectly plain. 
Not only is it called ars imprimendi, ars impressoria (1457), 
but also ars earacterizandi (from camgma, a character, 
letter). Gutenberg (I copy Dr. Van der I.inde) is called 
(1468)' prolocaragmaticus. On account of the great sig- 
nification of the cutting of the letters (/. e. punches) the 
printer Jenson in Venice calls himself ('47r) even a 
cutter of books " librorum exsculptorem." Sensenschmied 
says, in 1475, that the Codex Justiniani is cut (insculptus) ; 
also that he has cut (sculpslt) the work of Lombardus 
on the Psalter. Husner, of Slrassburg, says of the 

* Dr. Van der Linde wtiloi 1466 on p. 16, biil this li plainly ■ 
«TTi>r for 146S. 
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I Speculum Durandi (1473) that it was piinted exsmlplis 
r are iHleris, and of the Praeceptorium Nideri (1476) 
I diat it is printed lit/eru exsculptii arlificiali arte eanatu 

re. Thegoldsmiih and printer Cenn in 1, of Florence, 
says, in 1471, that he printed the "Legenda deUa 
mirabile Vergine beata Ciiaterina de Siena " exfiresst's ante 
Caiybe eharaclenbus et deinde fusts Uteris. Jenson says 
equally plainly of the Breviarium August. (1485) that it 
was printed litttrh divine smiptis ac cotifiatis, and Schoeffer 
lays stress on the casting of the types ; the (jrammatiea 
vetus rhytmica {1466) says; At Moguntia sum fusus in 
I ttrhe libellus. 

k At this point I approach the substance of Dr. Van der 
f-Lindts book, namely the life of John Gutenberg. It was 
^natural that the author, having satisfied the literary world 
that the history of a Dutch invention, and Dutch inventor, 
of printing, is a iicrion, should wish to write die history of 
" Johana (or Henne) Gansfleisch zu Gutenberg, bom at 
Mayence about 1400-1410, the son of the patrician Frilo 
Gansfleisch and Else zu Gutenberg. " 

I have considered it necessary to examine this portion 
of Dr. Van der Linde's work carefully : isl, because it is 
the main portion of the big tome before me ; 2nd, because 
the rest of the book cannot interest any one very much if 
that portion prove disappointing. 

It wilt clear the reader's view, as far as the writer of the 
present essay is concerned, when I say at the outset that 
the perusal of Dr. Van der Linde's book, however learned it 
may be, has grievously disappointed me. I look it up in 
the hope that this enormous work {700 pages, Urge Svo) 
would remove all earthly doubts as to the inventor of 
printing, but what I looked for in the book I have not found, 
and I have found what 1 certainly did not expect to find. 
To cut the matter short, in the case of Gutenberg— that is 
to say of Gutenberg as inventor of printing— far more 
forgeries have been perpetrated than in that of the Haarlem 
inventor. To satisfy myself I had to make independent 
researches, and lo supplement Dr. Van der Linde to a 
considerable extent. The title of my essay indicates the 
result of my inquiry. However irksome it may be, 1 shall 
have to enumerate all the documents which at any time 
have served to make up Gutenberg's biography, and to 
trace their history, 
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I approach this task with considerable diffidence. The 
documents I have to deal with are by no means pleasant 
reading, even if they were written in the most easy language. 
But this is not the case with the German of the fifteenth 
century. Besides, their history is most complicated, and 
in tracing it I had to consult an enormous mass of books 
which it was difficult to find, and, when found, most 
laborious to go through. Sometimes it took me several 
hours, sometimes whole days to trace certain statements 
backwards to their origin And even now I have stuck at 
certain points where I could not go further. 

Moreover, I cannot conceal from myself that it is not a 
light matter to criticise the work of a man gifted with such 
brilliant talents and such an unfortunate readiness for abuse 
as is Dr. Van der Linde. The mere fact that I cannot 
agree with him will expose me at once to his bitter attacks, 
and the most insignificant slip on my part may cause him 
to denounce me as a dishonest man. 

For all these reasons I have hesitated and still hesitate to 
come forward as Dr. Van der Linde's criticiser. When I see, 
however, that Dr. Van der Linde, on pp. 42, 81, 152, tells 
his readers three times over that a certain Donatus bears 
the manuscript notice Heydersheym 1451, without quali- 
fying this statement ; when I see that Dr. Van der Linde 
accepts the enthusiastic utterances of Madden and De 
Vinne as gospel truths j and more especially when I see 
that Dr. Van der Linde, with singular credulity and confi- 
dence, accepts discoveries without verifying them, and on 
the strength of such discoveries sets up systems, — I then 
feel my courage revive, and I may hope to say something 
sensible, without falling into too many errors mjrself. 

I shall treat of the documents relating to Gutenberg in 
chronological order. I shall number them consecutively, 
adding, to those which Dr. Van der Linde has republished, 
the number they bear in his work between parentheses. I 
shall explain their contents as far as I think it necessary 
and desirable. I shall state, wherever I can, how, when, 
where, and by whom they were discovered, and where and 
when they were published. I shall not, in the first instance, 
give any opinion on them myself, but quote from other 
writers as much as is wanted for my purpose. After having 
treated of all the documents, then I shall venture to say 
what I think of them myself. Those years which are oif 
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I special importance will be found printed in a more distinc- 
I live type. 

, A letter dated 24 March, 1424, written from Strass- 
I burg by Htntie Geiutfltisch genannt Sargenloch to his sister 
I Berthe, a nun in the Convent of St. Clara (Reichenklara) at 
^Menu, 

This document was published j^r /A* _/?«■/ /I'nw by Oberlin 
(Essai d'Annal. de la vie de Gutenberg, 1801, p. 3). In 
the following year Fischer (Essai sur les Mon. typ- p. 23) 
published it in the German of the original, adding Oberlin's 
translation. In 1830 it was declared by Schaab (Erfind. der 
Buchdruckerkunst, i., pp. 29, 32-43) to be one of Prof. 
Bodmann's forgeries. See also Van der Linde, p. 19. 

It will not be superfluous to narrate briefly the reasons 
which induced Schaab to pronounce this judgment on this 
document and on document No. 16. He says — 

We most lake it for granted that they originated with Bodnumn. 
as he lived for twenty years after their pablication and never repudiated 
the diicorery ascrib«l lo him. Prof. Bodmann left nothing, among 
Va maD7 papcis which passed through my hands, about this discovery, 
nor did he say A word about It in aa writings. Prof. Fischer alone 
p.iea us an explanation. Of document 1 he says (Essai sur les Mon. 
Ivp. 23) that his rolleag^ Bodmann discovered it in the Archives of 
Henu, without mentioning the particular Archive in which he had 
fbtuid it, and even without tiring to see and examine himself this 
atttagraph of Gutenberg. Of document 16 Prof. Fischer says (Typogr. 
Sellenh., Lief, i. 42) : "A document, existing in the Archives of the 
University, and written by Gutenbeij himself in 1459, makes it clear 

It JohoilD Gutenberg, on midday of the brightest day of May, hod 

t only prinletl leveml books, but hod even the best intentions of 
jEOinE '>'> with ptioting, and I give herewith a correct copy which I 
fia*e obt^oed from citizen Prof. Bodmann, the superintendent of (he 
Archive." Prof. Oberlin, who published document 1 for the first 
time, merely says that Bodmann discovered it and document l6. It is 
certain that Oberlin and liodmonn corresponded together, as several 
lettcis of the former are found among Bodmann's papers. And Fischer 
only lelll as that Bodmann discovered it in the Archives of Menli ; 
that it is preserved in the Archives of the Univeisily, hut that he only 
obtained ■ copy from Bodmann. ^Schaab then gives no less than nine- 
teen reasons for declaring against the two docnments : (i) He did not 
And anything about these documents among the papers which Bod. 
~ oil's widow had placed into his hands ; (2) nor was anything found 
Prof. Lehne, who mode an inventory of Bodmann's literary pro- 
Jperty left for the gtand-dueal Government ; (3) nor was anything re- 
'■tnung these documents found in a packet on which Bodmann himself 
Ekd written GtnitJlcisck'aJie Urlmmim ; (4) nor did Schaab, after a 
torch of eight days, find anything in the Archives of the University ; 
(5) nor anything about them in a MS. which Bodmana's son had given 



^ Sell 
■.Uni 



[^find 




Gutenberg: 



lo Schiab, and in which his Hither (BodinB.nn) had m>dc sereml anno- 
tntioDS ; (6) Fischer never said that he saw [he ietlet of 1424, and of 
the document of 1459 he only obtained a copy from Bodmann ; (7) the 
engraver Johann Dndenschmitl, a fciend ol Bodmann, who cngrsved 
the family>seal5 of the GensHeisch an copper, which FiKhcr added to 
bit lirst impression of the 1459 docnment, declares openly that he had 
seen neither the documents not the seals, but engraved them afiet ■ 
drawing which Fi»:her had handed to him ; (S) had Bodmann pos- 
lessed (his document, it would have lieeu found, after his death, 
among his collection or in Ihc University- Archives ; (9) Bodmann wat 
so versed in the documental languaee of the Middle Ages, that lie was 
able to imitate every kind of writing of all ages, and to prepare docu- 
ments of all kinds. Of this capacity he constantly and evei 
boBiled. He could draw the most perfect seals with the 
facility, and be left behind sevem) thousands of thetn, among 
those of Genstleisch with the pilgrim, in all shapes; (lo) 
Bodmann probably considered il, as was his wonl, a good joke, 
an innocent thing, to assist, with his inventive imagination, bis «i,- 
Ici^ues Fischer and Oberlin,— who worked in 1800-1802 at a history 
of Gutenberg's invention and hunted everywhere for Donatus fragments 
and remains of Gutenberg — and to fill up the gaps in Gutenberg's life 
from 14^0-30, and from 1455-1460; (ll) no Gutenberg inciiivabuU 
were found in the library of the Kcichenklaren -convent at its dissolo* 
tion in 1781 ; (iz) becaasc the 1459 document speaks of the brothers 
Henne Genwfleisch von Sulgcloch genannt Gudinbcrg and Friele 
Gciuzfleisch. Why, asks Sdiaab, does the latter not call himself 
also von Sulgeloch? Why is Hemie alone called von Gudinberg. 
and not Friefe also, who called himself von Godenberg elsewhere^ 
(iS) no Benbn, no Hehele are found among the nuns entered in the 
Necroli^ of the SL Clara convent, preserved in the Menti 
library, though it contains (he names of Gutenberg nuns of the 
GcnsfleiKh briinch, &c &G. 

Schaab's other reasons amount to this : the wag Bodt 
had been napping; being under the impression that tb* 
tiame of Sorgenloch belonged to our Henne Gensztleisob 
{i. e. H. G. genant Gutenberg), he forged the two docU>^, 
ments i and 16, which are contradictory to the others. 

Fischer wrote in 1851 frotn Moscow, where he resided)' 
to Aug. Bernard, that he had never been nble to obtain any 
commuDication of the document (No. i) itself (cf. Bernard, 
Origine de rimprimerie, i. p. ri8). 

I (II). A contract^ dated (Feria Secunda ante Anthonii, 
i.e.) Monday, Jan. ih,* 1430, with Else zu Gudcnberg, 
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Gutenberg's mother, regarding the money which FrJele 
Gensfleisch had to pay her. In this document, which was 
found in an account-book of the town of Menti, is men- 
tioned Heine, son of the blessed Friele Gensefleiiciie. 

It was published for the first time, in 1741, by Kohler, 
Ehren-Kettung, p. 81, No. 14 (Aus dem Schuldbuch der 
Scadt Mayntx, p. 3). Schaab, Eiiind. der Buchdnickerk. l 
(45), 53, tells us that the original of this MS. was preserved 
in the family archives of the Zum Jungens at Frankfurt, and 
at the extinction of this family came into the coUectioti of 
Mr. Von Glauburg, where it still is, and whence a copy, also 
of document 5, was sent to Prof. Kohler at Gottingen. 
Dr. Van der Linde adds, that Ehchin zu Gutenberg appears 
moreover in a document of July 25, 1425, and of 1457 
(Schaab, Gesch. der Erfindung der Buchdruckerkunsl, ii. 
384, a86), and he asks whether Henne GutUnberg, 1392 
(Schaab, No. 41), might have been her father ? 

3 (1). A document dated (off den Dienstage nehst 
kommen ist der Suntag da matt sang in der Kirchen 
letaie Jherusalem, i. e. Tuesday next the Sunday on which 
the Church sings Letare Jherusalem, i. e.) Tuesday, March 
aS,* 1430, relating the reconciliation, effected through the 
intervention of the Archbishop Conrad [IIL] of Mentz, 
between the town of Menti and a number of expatriated 
citizens. In it we find mentioned Htnehin zu Gujenherg 
as "nit inlendig," »>., as "not being in Mentz," 

This document was published for the first lime in 1727 
by Geo. Cbr. Joannis in chapter xii. (p. 460) of his work : 
Scripterum historic Moguntinemi cum maxime inscr%>i£ntium 
tomus nevus, fol., Francof. ad M. The 1 Jth chapter itself 
is headed : G. C. J[oannis] De patriciomm veterum Afogun- 
tiMettauitt fantiliis, discrimint, iitribus, contentionibus, Jatis 

Jane 13. But Mr. Bradsliaw Iclls me that Ihe ordinary St Antliony 
(the abbat, not the modern SL A. of Padua, the Franciscan Sainl), 
who is honoured on Jan. 17, miisl have l.etn meant in the dale. 
/tno StcunJa is Monday, llie jarmrf d,iy oj Iht -wai. As Jan. 17 
a Tuesday in 1430, Feria 2'' ante Anthonii must mean Monday 

• Dr. Van der Linde has iS March : Scboab (ii. 122) 18 March ; 
mard (i. 118)26 Much. But Ihe Sunday on which Ihe Church 
ig Lxlare I. is the Fourth Sunday in I^nt. As Easier fell on April 
^£ in 1430. Ine Fouith Sunday in I-enl, Wing three Sundays earlier, 
Sriil be March 26. Tlie Tuesday fi'llinviiig ihn. is, therefore, Tuewlay 
March 28. 
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amimentariolum. In the table of contents Joannis says 
of this Commentariolum '' e duobus libdlis manu exaratis^ 
nondumqtu editisy superioribus annis a me confectum^ et bre- 
vibus quibusdam adnotatiunculis nunc tUustratumJ*^* In the 
introduction to the chapter itself Joannis says (p. 451): 
" Obiigere mihi ante hos octo annos duo libelUy sermane tur- 
naculo confeciiy iiqiu manu scripH, Alter agebat de funesto 
illOy Dietherum Isenburgium inter et Adolfum Nassauium^ 
de Archiepiscopatu Moguntino infestis animis et armis deser- 
tanteSy dissidio : alter de statu civitatis Moguntinensis ante 
et post intestinos illos motus, ad universam illius femiciem^ 
ut eventus docuity gliscentes ; ab anno scilicet MCCC ad 
annum usque scecuii sequentis xxx, UterquCy prcesertim 
posteriory loco mm uno de Patriciorum ueterum Mogun- 
tinensium simul agebat famiUis discrimine itidem earum^ 
iuribus, contentionibus ac fatis ; strictim quidem et in com- 
pendio ; satis tamen planCy prcecipuisque rerum capitibus in 
medium allatis. Inde consilium cepiy omnem de hoc argu- 
mento narrationem exinde excerperCy excerptam in. commen- 
tariolum quoddam conferrCy et turn ueste latina donarCy turn 
nonnullis ad rem facientibuSy quce mihi aliunde bona sors 
obiiciebaty augere iuxta iilustrareque. Quod etiamy quantum 
per alia licuit negotiay horis subseciuis factum,^* t The first 
Patrician family mentioned by Joannis is called Zum 
Jungen ; Latine, de luueni. A Peter de luueni, Peter dictus 
luuenis civis MoguntinuSy is mentioned in documents 
of the years 1297 and 1300, and regarding him Joannis 
refers to Chronicon Santalbanense, lib. i. sect, ii p. 767. — 

* I. e. " Compiled by me in past years from two unpublished rnaim- 
scripts and illustrated with short notes." 

t "Eight years ago I found two manuscripts, written in our 
vernacular. The one treated of the calamitous dissension between 
Diether of Isenbuig and Adolf of Nassau, disputing with hostile 
feelings and arms about the Mentz Archiepiscopate ; the other of the 
condition of the town of Mentz before and after these domestic broils 
which culminated, as the event has shown, in its universal destmctioa 
— namely from the year 1300 to 143a Both MSS., especially the 
latter, oiten treat of the ancient Patrician families of Mentz, of their 
distinctions,' rights, disputes, and fate, briefly, it is true, but yet 
plainly, setting forth the chief points of the matters. Hence I resolved 
to excerpt from them the whole narrative of this subject, and to gather 
it into some short treatise, and not only to put it in a Latin dress, but 
to augment and illustrate it with several otner relevant matters which 
I happened to find elsewhere. I have done this in my leisure horns 
as far as other occupations allowed it." 
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The sixth family is Gellhus mrjungen Alfti. And Joannis 
adds : " Forte ex his Adamus ille Gelthus fuit, qui Joanni 
Gtnsfleiuk hoc scripsit epitaphiuin " ; [the epitaph follows 
which A. Gelthus, a relative of Gutenberg, is supposed to 
have written in VVimpfeling's Oratio in memoriam Marsilii 
tib iQghen, Mainz, P. Friedberg, 1499, in which Joannes 
Gensfleisch is called artis impressoria repertor, and where 
it is said that ossa ejus in cccUsia D. Frwutsci Mogunii'x 
ftUHter cubant. This latter assertion is incorrect, accord- 
ing to Bockenheimer, Guttnbergs Grabslalte, Mainz: 1876, 
8va ; and the same Bockenheimer asserts that the writer 
of the epitaph is not Gelthus, but Wimpfeling hinisel£]- — 
The twenty-third family is Ginsfieisch von Sor^tloeh. In 
his notes we find Joannis stating thai Joannes vera Gais- 
fidtch, arte typographka diaino auspicw inuenta atqut ex- 
agitata, teiernuin sibi peperit nomen. Is enim tt loantus 
Gudtnbtrg unus idemque est, and in proof of this last asser- 
tion quotes the words which " Marcus Antonius a Kraft, 
ohm e tabulis an. MCCCCXLI, viil KaL April, et an. 
MCCCCXLIII (sic), XV Kal. Decembr. confectis, ac 
sedis Thoraanfe Argeni orate nsis libro Salico B f. 293* 
et f. 302^ insertis, descripsit : loannes dictus GensUeisch, 
alias nuncupatus Gutenberg, de Moguncia, Argentinie 
commoratis." He then quotes from " uetusto quodam 
Calendario, siue libro Ciuitatis Moguntinas fosnebri olira 
£ 74," the items of which 1 speak below under document 
No. 5. Finally comes, as § 11 (on p. 460), tiie document 
of which we here treat. 

This document was recollated and republished by J. D. 
Kohler, in his Ehren-Rettung, Leipzig, 1741, p. 67, Lit. 
Bb., who says that it was " copied from an old written 
Volttmim Aelorum between the Council and Community 
of Mayntz, from A. r332-i445." Dr. Van der Linde 
{P- 5'3) expl^ns that: "Allusion is made to a Codex 
of the Frankfurt Town Library, Sagen von alten Dingen 
Ar vertkrluhen Sladi Mentze, 1581, and thai [Kohler's] 
copy was made by Johann Lmst von Glauburg (+ i733)." 
(Ct Schaab, Eriind. der Buchdruckerkunsl, i. p. 44, note t, 
53, 467.) It is to b6 remarked ihal the difference between 
the text of Joannis and that of Kohler is rather great 

The Frankfort MS. mentioned by Dr. Van der Linde 
seems to be identical with the libeUus de statu eiuilath 
ifaguntinensis, referred to by Joannis. 
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It is to be observed that the compiler or writer of the 
MS. is not mentioned, nor is it stated whence the com- 
piler got the document of 28th March, 1430. We know, 
however, that the Frankfort Library acquired the MS. in 
1690, after the death of Joh. Maxim, zum Jungen (bom at 
Frankfort, Sept 11, 1596), who pretended to descend from 
Gutenberg (see Bockenheimer, Gutenberg's Grabstatte, 
Mainz, 1876, p. 5). 

Consequently our date does not go further back than 
1581. Dr. Van der Linde gives us (on p. 520) a notice, 
which is written by the side of the document of which we 
treat He says : — 

*'On the 28th of Oct., 1443, Ort turn Jungen^ Senior, lets his house 
(hof\ zum Jungen to Henne Gensfleisch Senior for three years [observe, 
for tnree years : the inventor was coming to erect a press at Mentz]. 
From these names and the Strassburg date appears the incorrectness of 
a notice in (this MS.) on fol. 56 verso: Henchin zu Gudenberg^ ex 
familia Gdns/Uisck^ primus et venis ille typographicae artis Inventor i 
domo habitationis (ut moris tunc temporis in Moguntia inter nobiles 
erat, neglecto gentis haereditaris nomine 4 domo vel curia habitationis 
se denominare) Zum Gudenberg dicta denominatus [FrieU and Henm 
Gensfleisch zu Gutenberg bear, on the contrary, the name of both their 
parents, as e,g. the Spanish Lopez y Mendez; Van der Linde], patreque 
Frilone GdnsjUisch natus. Oisiit denique et apud majores sepultus 
Moguntix in Ecclesia D. Francisci [repetition of an error in the epi- 
taph of Adam Gelthus 1499 ; Van der Linde] ao. Dm. MCCCCLXXVIIL 
[sic, Van der Linde ; cf. Schaab, Erfind. der Buchdruckerknnst, i. 456, 
where Jacob von Sorgenloch is said to have died in 1478] ibidemque 
Insignia ejus gentilia sunt suspensa. Qui Henne Gudenberg ao. 1443 
Henne Gensfleisch senior audiit et domum Zum Jungen ab Ortone zum 
Jungen eodem ao. in Moguntia locationis titulo pro x florensis [sic] 
aureis annui census possedit." 

This notice is, according to some (cf. Schaab, i. 467), 
an addition of Johann Maximilian zum Jungen. Others 
thought it was written by Geo. Chr. Joannis, but we are 
now requested to believe that it was added by Joh. Ernst 
V. Glauburg, who, in 1728, caused researches to be made 
in the Franciscan Church at Mentz for Gutenberg's grave 
(c£ Van der Linde, p. 5^1; Bockenheimer, p. 5). But Von 
Glauburg could not say ibidem insignia ejus gentilia sunt 
suspensa, as he was unable to find Gutenberg's grave (see 
Kohler, Ehren-Rettung, 103, 104). 

The other MS. mentioned by Joannis, is, no doubt, 
identical with the MS. which was partly published by Franz 
Jos. Bodmann (in Rheinisches Archiv fiir Geschichte imd 
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Litteratur. Herausgegeben von N. Vogt und J. WeiUel, 
vols. 4 and 5, Mainz, 181 1 ) under the heading :— 

Complete oarmlive, compiled by a conlempoiary and eje-witneu, of 
the hoslllit]! between the Iwu archbisliops, Dielhec v. Isenburg, and 
Adolf ». Nassau, concerning Ihe possession of the Archbishopiic of 
Maini, and of the capture and subjugation of the town of Mainz, 
treacherously eOccted at that time i>y ibc latter.* 

I do not think the MS. will be of much importance in 
the present inquiry ; but as it is evidently a compilation of 
the same character and of the same period as the other MS. 
used by Joannis, and as its compiler constantly alludes to 
circumstances connected with early printing at Mentz, I 
will ^ve in a few lines what I have found about it. 
Bodmann says of the manuscript : — 

"The MS, from which I extiaci tliis immlive contains, except an 
monnons mass of docamenls, for the most part unpublished, concem- 
ingthe late archbishopric of Mainz, also several histurical essays which 
faaTC been added at the end, e, gr. the war of K. Allien I. with the 
Archbishop Gerhard — the transactions between the Archbishops llein- 
rich and Geriach— ihc diplomatic hisloiy of Ihe dispute between the 
Archbishop Sifrid II., with the bishop Leopold of worms — the trans- 
actions between K. lleinrich Raspo and the Archbishop StErid III. on 
Ihe one hand, and the Roman King Conrad IV. on the other hand, 
with all the documents belooging thereto. The above collection i^ 
documents extends as far as the year 1416, and is written on vellutn ; 
it betrays a hand of the same period, and writer ; on the other hand 
the additional historical treatises appear to emanate, according to the 
haiidwriting, from different compilers. Theyare written on paper with 
different watermarks; Ihe iirst, third, and fourth are Latin, and are a 
copy of treatises coDtempoiary with the events they relate; but the 
second seems lo have been planned only in the isih century ; it is 
in Gcnnan, and unusually detailed. After this (ollowa, but in a 
different hand, the narrative which I here communicate. It is pre- 
ceded by a detailed nairative of the li:^I election of the Archbishop 
Diether, his differences and «-ar with the Elector Friedrich von Pfek, 
the celebrated bailie of Seckcnheim, and the reconciliation of both 
parties; everything from and with documents. We omit these here 
amd conunence wim the narrative." 

On p. 139, of vol 4, we read : — 

" Her Diether von Isenburgliesz auch eio offen brieffhin und widder 



..„_, . _.. einem gleichzeitigen und Augeniou^en gefertigte 
Nachrichl von der wegen dem Besiie des Eristina Maim iwischen 
dea beiden EnbischoHen Diether v. Isenburg und Adolf v. Nassau 
ecTiiluten Fehde, und der danials von lezterm verrallierischer Weise 
geschehenen Elnnehmung und darauf erfotglen Unterjochung der 
Stadt Mami. 
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anslagcn, ilarinn cr ^icb hochbcswert seiner abseliung halben, welcheei 
b!x( vnrechtmessig becligt, erpcul sic rcchten^i, und einer appellocuin, 
vnd Scinl vil extmfilat gttrueil wetdtn von Jtai erittH Buchlrmttr tu 
MatttJohOM Guleiilvrgck, des Inhallsz wie volgt ....'' 

Bodmatin adds in a note : " I possess a copy of this which 
is several feet {S(hu/ie) long and consists of sheets pasted 
together." The document referred to is the Manifest of 
Diether the Elector, of 4 April, 146a. Schaab also had a 
copy(Erfind. der Buchdruckerk. i. 417, 4t8) and saj-s that 
the document was not printed by the first printer of Mentz, 
Johann Guienbcrgck, but by Fust and Schoeffer. Schaab 
adds thai there arc many indications of the MS. having 
been written nearly too years after the events which it 
relates. E. gr. on p. 340 we read "... dasi wirthshusz 
zum Spigell, Fausten Husz . . . ." which shows (says 
Schaab, 11, 114) that the MS. is not contemporary, but 
vrritten about the middle of the i6th century, asjjohann 
Fust never called himself Faust, or was so called by others. 
And on p. 50 of vol, 5 : " Die zum Mulbaum. Istjett dU 
Dnukerty." The latter addition shows (Schaab, iL 117) 
that the MS. is a whole century later than the event it 
records, and must have been written between 1550 and 
1560, as it was not until 1551 that the printer, Franz 
Behm, settled in Mentz and in the Hof zum Maulbauin. 

[Bernard (Origine de rimprimerie, i. 118) says: — "It 
appears that Gutenberg made a journey to Mentz, in 1431, 
no doubt to make some arrangements about interests." He 
refers to Kohler's Ehren-rcttung, p, Sa, where the contract 
of May, 1434 (see below, document 5), must be the one 
which suggested this idea to Bernard,] 

4 (111). An Act, dated (Sonntag naclt Si. Gregorim tag 
dei H. Pabsts, i.e.. Sunday after Pope St. Gregory's day, 
i.e.) March i4,* 1434, by which Johann Gens^eisch dir 
Jungt, genannt Guleml^erg. at the request of the council of 
Slrassburg, where he resided in the monastery of Arbogas^ 

* Dr. Vender Liode has March li; but St. Gr(j;ory's day Ilself U 
March la A. The Sundiy letter in 1414 was C, ibcreforc the Sundajr 
after St. Gregory's day must be March 14, 1434. Bemnrd (Orig. de 
rioiprimerie, i. it9), speaking of the date of this docmnenl, says that 
" it is very dtdiciilt to deteimine it, as there are two popes of iLe name 
of Gregory, and moreover two feaxU for the first — Gregory the Great- 
Damdy ra March and 3 September." Bat the day of Grq^ory'i 
memotsiion, Mnrch i», is no doubt meant in the document. 
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released Niclause, the secretary of Mentz, and relinquished 
the money (310 Rhenish guilders) which the town owed 
him. 

Schaab, Gesch. der Erfind. der Buchdruckerk. L pp. 26, 
30y tells us that this document was discovered about the 
middle of the i8th century by the learned professor and 
untiring antiquary Joh. Dan. Schoepflin, in a Register 
of contracts (ex Ubro contractuum) of the year 1434, pre- 
served at Strassbing. He published it for the first time 
on p. 3 of his Vindicia lypographice, {Documenta typo- 
graphicarum originum ex Argenttnensibus tabulariis et 
HMtotheds nunc primum edita)^ 4to., Argentorati, 1760. Dr. 
Van der Linde remarks on this document that Gutenbeig 
showed himself in it greater as a youthful knight than as a 
practical man of business. 

S (IV). A contract, dated (Dominica proxima post 
Urbani, Le., the Sunday after St. Urban, Le.) May 3o,* 
1434, with Hengin Gudenberg^ sou of the blessed Friele 
Gensfleisch, respecting 14 guilders, which were settled on 
his brother Friele residing at Eltvil. 

This entry was published for the first time by Kohler, 
Ehren-Rettung (1741), p. ^2^ No. 16, from a MS. account- 
book of the town of Mentz (Aus der Stadt Mayntz 
Schuldbuch in MSSt, p. 32), the same volume which sup- 
]died Kohler with document No. 2 (q.v.). Joannis (Scriptt. 
rer. Mogunt ill, 1727, p. 456) published however an 
entry to the same effect in which it is said that Gudenberg 
obtained a new letter about this transaction, and had re- 
turned the old one. Cf. Schaab, Erfind. der Buchdruckerk. 

6. A document setting forth an action brought in 1437 
by Anna Zu der Iserin Thiire against Gutenberg for breach 
of promise, the end of which affair was not stated in the 
document (Jo. Dan. Schoepfiini Programma, quo typo- 
graphiae, A. 1440 inventse, festum seculare indictum, 
Argentorati, A. 1740, Idibus Octobris; — this Program was 
republished (?) at Basle in 1741 (Commentatt. Hist et crit 
Jo. Dan. Schoepfiini, p. 557); M^moires de TAcad^mie 
des Inscriptions, xviL 1740, p. 762 (766), Dissertat sur 
Torigine de Timprimerie, par M. Schepfiin; Schoepflin, 

* St Urban is May 25 £ ; the Sunday following must be May 30, 
1434- 



Gutenberg: 



VindiciE typogr,, 17C0, p. 17, cuius eiitum eharia Doii 
docet). 

Dr. Van det Linde says (p. 34) thai in 1740 Schoepflin 
[who himself lells us so on p. 13 of his Vindicise] received 
this document [ttrkunde) froni the [Slrassburg] Archivist 
Wencker [the same person from whom he received another 
document, see below, Nos. 7 and 1 1 ], and he adds ; — 

" It was surprising; that be [Schoepflin] did not publish this docu- 
ment, nhereas he printed all the rest otlinly. When Meernuu 
[Origines typogr., i. i6Sj, aSta the publication of SchoepSin's Vm4. 
lyp., ssked for *. copy, the latter replied on (be »Mh of Febnuti^, 
1761, ttiat ne SHch dorumaif enisled (ejusmodi cbanam non exstore) 
and that the information in question was merely contained in x 
marginal annotation (vemoi unice annolationem quandom)! " 
even the marginal anootation «-iis not produced 1 This d 
therefore, 



have been copied 
birgen had gi' " " ' ' 
forgery whidi 






nsegucnttr, I take an item, pretendeil 
B IlelbelingioUbuch ' that Enntl '~' — 
[cf. below document No, iij, ■ 

complete the noihmg'saying 

1 another plate, wilhoul a year, 
n tack a way. documents arc not pub) 
not represent Cutent>crg as married, i 
in the ground of such miserable acts.' 




lime notes were not made 
in sfch a way, and we may 
ecclesiastically or secularly, 

// shmld not he /prgollen that Dr. Van der Linde spt. 
here, not l; the leiords between [\are mine, hewntr. 

Schoepflin himself speaks of this breach of promise 
case on several occasions. First in the Program which he 
WToie and seems to have published in 1740 at the time 
of the tercentenary of the invention of printing. In his 
Commeniationes historica et critica, published at Basle in 
1741, this Program appears on p. 557, with the following 
heading: " Programma,quo lypographia, A. 1440 inventa, 
Festum sectdare tndietum, Argentorati, A. 1740, Idibus Octo- 
bris," Speaking of several towns celebrating in that year 
the tercentenary of the Invention of Printing, he says that 
these very towns serve the cause of Slrassburg. They do 
so, however, unwittingly, as they are not aware that 

" Gulenbem at the very lime of the birth of Typography had been 
iUpperlin/i afamiiy, during a scria of yean, at Stntssburg; had there 
applied himself to the inirentioo and practise of several arts, and, for 
that purpose, had formed divers associations in our town, which he 
made, like a dtiien, his abode for a long lime , ... In tieytnr 1437 
he ovu acnised before the Episcopal judge efSlranburg by a certain neike 
maid Anna, ZudcrEusemen thiire, tkelailof htrraa, and afitryiardt 
marritd ktr. In ibe years 1441 and 1442 he appears as a bail and 
tuiely in documents of tbe 51. Thomas Chapter. For several yean 
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he pa^ the taxes imposed bjr the magistracy of our lovn, and during 
til the time [hat he resided at Stnusburg, he was an adroit and sedulous 
in»cstig«lor of wondrous things ; this we learn fiom the sentence pro- 
ocmDlxA by Che Stiassburg judges, in 1439, when a contraversy had 
■risen between him and his associates lo whom he hid communicated 
hit aecms. What Ibrbids us to conjecture that the rudimenti of the 
typc)rniphic«l art wtic among lliese very secrets ! " * 

In the same year 1740 he sent a " Dissertation sur 
I'or^ne de I'lraprimerie " to the " Acad<;mie des Inscrip- 
tions," in which he says : — 

"A few jeara Bfterwanls [after 1434] Gutenberg had an intrigue 
with > noble lady, Anne Porte-de-fer, the last of her family, and as he, 
»ei7 probably, refused to carry out his promises, the caused him lo be 
summoned before the Sliassburg Magistracy in 1437. We do oot find 
tbe jadgment given on ibis occasion ; but either in virtue of a sentence, 
or iccordioe to arrangement, the lady became his wife, and appears 
in this qaJity in our public registers where she is called Anne de 
Gulenbe^. We slill find Gutenberg established at Strassbarg, and 
having children (!) in 1444. . . . Tbe Archives of the city and those 
of the collegiate Church of St. Thomas at Strassbnig contain many 
acts deculed by Gutenberg during the years I439, 1441, 144a. . . . The 
most remarkable is the lirsf, by which be associates with three citizens 
of this city to work up several arts and marvellous secrets which 
appioach the miraculous (these ore the terms of the treaty written in 
GeroaD), without, however, specifying whn.t these secrets consisted of. 
This same act reminds us of an anterior one, in virtue of which one of 
the associates had previously contracted an association wi[h Gutenberg 
(or the polishing of stones, which had been successfuL " t 



• ". . . . Latete^ Gultenbergiura illis ipsisTypographiienascenlis 
temporibus, per plurium annorum seriem Argenlorali alujsse Familiam, 
varii* arlitms inveniendis tractandisque ibidem inirubuisse, eique 5ni 
divcnas in dvitnte nostra inivisse socielates, adeoque diutumi lempotis 
incolain, civis inslar, cum onimo commorondi fortunarum suanim 
sedem in ea tixissc conslanter .... Ille A. 1437. apud Episcopalem 
Aq;entJnetisium Judicem, a nobili ciuadam Virgine Anna, GenCis suee 
olHtDa, qna: a (Zu der Eisemen Thiire) Fema Pmia nomen lulerat, 
Mcdsalus est, euntjue deinceps duiit uxorem. Ille Aunis 1441. & 
1443. Capilolo Thomano vodem & sponlorcm solemnibus formulis se 
oblulit ; Ille per plarcs annos nova, qun Magistratus, temporum 
Beceisitale coaclus, imposueial tribula solvit ; atque per lotum illud 

*■ * - — ' •-' '-— — , Eolers sedulusque 

—- - -a A. 1439. 



i«ter eondem & socios, qao* arcanorum suorum participes reddidit, 
foatrovcTsia oriretnr, a Jndicibus Aigentinensibus lata ncB docet. Enim- 
Tcro quid coDjicere nos retal, inter ipta hicc arcana, typographies 
qnoque Artis eititisse rudimenta . ..." On p. 56oSchoepnin adds, 
a note^ that he owes the public documeats to the liberality of the 

le intrigue avec uoe Demoiselle 
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Schoepflin has never, as fiar as I know, said any more 
about the children^ of which he speaks here. Meerman 
(Orig. typogr., 1765, i. 168) thought that Schoepflin was, 
in 1740, under the impression that Anna Gutenberg was 
Gutenberg's daughter, whereas, in 1760, he had come to 
the conclusion that she was his wife. But Meerman, in 
suggesting this explanation, overlooked the fact that even 
in 1 740 Schoepflin refers to Anna G. as Gutenberg's wife, 
so that he could not speak of her at the same time as his 
daughter. The children were to be produced, I suppose, 
in another document 

The same Schoepflin says, in 1760 (on p. 13 of his 
Vindiciae) : — 

" Jacobus Wencker, Gustos of the [Strassburg] Archives, and after- 
wards public Councillor, informed me [in 1740], from the Archives 
of the [Strassburg] Court, that Gutenberg had married at Strassbuxig 
a noble Alsatian mfe, had paid public taxes to the city, and had entered 
mto an association with citizens in respect to a secret art." * 

And (on p. 17 of his Vindiciae) : — 

"Gutenberg had in 1437, before the ecclesiastical judges a law-suit 
with Anna (Ennelin zu der Iserin Tkure\ a noble maid, a Strassbuig 
citizen, it seems on account of a marriage promised her, the end 3L 



noble, Anne ParU'de-fer^ demi^re de sa famille ; & sur ce que, vxai- 
semblablement, il refusoit de remplir ses promesses, elle le nt dter k 
rOffidalit^ de Strasbourg en 1437. Nous ne trouvons point le ji^e- 
ment qui fiit rendu sur cette instance : mais soit en vertu d'une sen- 
tence, soit par accommodement, la demoiselle devint sa femme, & 
parott en cette aualit^ dans nos registres publics, oil elle est appel^ 
Anne de Gutenberg, Nous trouvons encore Gutenberg ^tabli k 
Strasbourg, & ayant des enfans, en 1444. .... Les Ardiives de la 
▼ille, & celles de I'^lise coll^giale de St. Thomas de Strasbourg, con- 
servent plusieurs actes pass^ par Gutenberg, pendant les annto 1439, 
1441, 1442. . . . . Le plus remarquablc est le premier, par lequd 
il s'assoda trois bourgeois (nomm^ Ajidr^ Treize, Jean Riff & AxKlr^ 
Heilmann) de cette ^e, pnour mtUre en ceuvre plusieurs arts & seereis 
merveilleux aid Hennent du prodige (ce sont les termes du trait^ ^crit 
en allemand) sans toutefois specifier en quoi consistoient ces secrets. 
Ce m^me acte en rappelle un autre ant^rieur, en vertu duquel un de 
ces associ^s avoit contract^ ci-devant avec Gutenbere une associatioii 
pour la polissiire des pierres, qui avoit eu du succ^ 

* ". . . Gtttenbergium Alsaticam Nobilem Aigentorati duxisse 
uxorem, onera publica solvisse dvitati, sodetatem drca artem 
occultam com dvibus inivisse, ex scrinio Curiae me docuit Vir de 
reliteraria praedare meritus, jACOBUS Wenckerus, tabularii 
custos, dein Rdp. ConsoL'' 
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which wms not stated in the document. But as [the Helbelingzollbuch] 
erpressly states that Anna Gutenberg had paid the same tax as Guten- 
bogi 1 conjecture that she had become Gutenberg's wife.'** 

Finally in his ''Alsatia illustrata" (ColmariBe, 1761, 
voL VL p. 346) Schoepflin says : — 

"Gutenberg . . . having left his country, fixed the seat of his 
fortune at Strassbuig, where he married an Alsatian wife (the last of 
a noble fiunilj, Ennelia [Anna] tu der Jsemen Thiir) and for ten years 
enjoyed the right of citizenship . . . " f 

7 (V). Six entries in dififerent parts of three several MS. 
registers of the city of Strassburg, containing all that is 
known of the Law-suit between Jerge (Georg) Dritzehen 
and Johan van Menize genant Gutenberg in 1439. 

First entry: the depositions of the 13 witnesses of 
Jtr^ Dritzehen : Barbel von Zabem ; Ennel, the wife of 
Hanns Schultheiss; Hanns Sidenneger; Hannsz Schult- 
heisz; Cunrad Sahspach; Wemher Smalriem; Mydehart 
Stocker; Peter Eckhart; Thoman Steinbach; Lorentz 
Beldeck; Reimbolt von Ehenheim; Hans Niger von 
Bischovissheim ; Fridel von Seckingea 

Seamd entry: the depositions of the 3 witnesses of 
Gutenberg against Jorge Dritzehen : Anthonie Heilman ; 
Hans Diinne ; Midelu^ Stocker. 

Iliird entry : Querimonia of Lorentz Beildeck. 

Fourth entry: List of Gutenberg's witnesses against 
Jerge Dritzehen. 

Fifth entry : List of Jerge Dritzehen's witnesses against 
Hans Gutenberg. 

Sixth entry: Sentence of the Council, dated (VigiL 
Lode et Otilie Anno xxxix., Le.) Dec 12, (14)39. 

The^fT/ two entries were written in a volume (A) which 
seems to have contained the entries of the actual deposi- 
tions of witnesses in suits before the Council as the cases 

* " Idem Gntenbeigius a. 1437. coram Judice Eccl^iastico litem 
habuit cum Anna {Ennelin sm der Iserin Thure), nobili yirgine, dve 
Aigentinensi, promissi* ut videtur, matrimonii causa ; cuius ezitum 
charta non docet. At idem Catastrum [the Helbelingzollbuch] Annam 
Gntenbergiam idem vectigal, Gutenbeigio jam profecto, solyentem, 
nominatim com exprimat, Gutenbeigii conjugem cam devenisse con* 
jidmns." 

t ** Gutenberghxs . . . relicta patria, fortunse sue sedem fizit Argen- 
tonti ; obi Alsaticam ducens uxorem (postremam gentis nobilis, Enne- 
ham sw dtr Isemm 7%ur) per decenninm jure incolatus gavisus est.'' 
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came forward Schoepflin {Vindicix tyfogr., p. 5, Dooh 
mtnta. Num. II.) calls it : ProtocoUum Scnatm Majoru, and 
it bore on the outside the title : Dicta* .... TtsHum 
magni eonsilij Anno Domini M". CCCC". Trieesimo noniK 

Leon De Laborde, who examined the entries about 
describes this volume (Debuts de Flmprimerie it Strasl 
p. 32), as 

"cons[s(ing of two quires, cich ot 42 sheets or 84 leaves, in all l67 
leaves ; they were covered by 1 sheet of parchmctil which had twcome 
yellow and soiled, on the recto of which ihe above title was wtinen. 
The paper, which had turned yellow and brown on the edge, bore per- 
pendicular water-lines ; in the greater portion of the leaves the water- 
■narlc was a pair of scales ; the fourth leaf had a small oi-head ; the 
last leaves s slil! smaller oi-head, the water-lines of these leaves lieing 
diSerent ; the siic of the paper was 10 inches {fiotuei) and 9 lines in 
height and 9 inches in breadth. The Erst deposition of Uritieheii 
against Gutcniwri: {^rst entry) is found on the recio of the I07lh leaf, 
with the heading : Dii ist dil Warkat, &c., and continues on the recto 
and verso of the leaves 107-110, till it ends with thi deposition of 
Fridel von Seckingen. The depositions of Gutenberg's witnesses 
against Joige Driliehen [sKond entry) nccupy Ihe two leaves II7 
and iiS, and terminate with that of Miikhart Stockcr." | 



.11 .Kff-^^* 



'^S 



The third, fourth, and fifth entries were written in 
volume (B), which Schoepflin ( Vindtda typogr., 
Documtnia, Num. IV.) also calls : ProfoeoUunt Sent 
Majoris, and which bore the title : Queremonie &• t/sfts 
registrati Magni Consilii, Anno Dni Jif'.CCCO'.XXX 
itono. Though De Laborde says nothing of this title, he 
tells us that 

" this volume was also bound in parchment, and consbled of 34 
sheets (== 48 leaves) of paper sewn fi^ther in a single (juire (eicepl 
an old addition of some leavej). TTiere are 43 leaves written upon, 
■nd the S leaves 31-36 are left blank. The complaint of Loreni 
Deildeck ii on the recto of the 3lst leaf. The first list of the witnesses 
[Li. of Gotenbeifi's witnesses, with the heading, Du ul Culenicrgi 
IVarheil, &.c.\ occupies the lower half of the verso of leaf 38 ; the 
second list (which includes Lorenti, the servant of Gatenbei^, and bis 
wife), which bears a beading Wit iat Jtrge Driluktn Wsrhiil, 4c.], 
fills the whole recto of Ihe 44tll leaf. Everything connected with the 
I.Aw-suit is written in Ihe volDoie by (he same scribe, who, each time 
that he resumed his work, imparted a little more Gnmiess to his hand ; 
a circumstance which makes it appear as if several scribes had taken 
part in the work, whereas it is evident that it is that of a single one. 



• In De Laborde'* facsimile of this title there a 
other letlen visible iawnediately following Ditto, but I 
decipher them.— 7. H. H. 
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It is, moreover, certain that it is the original redaction,— indeed, the 
origiiial minute of the transaction, — because all the erasures and the 
additions written in the margin are in the same ink and in the same 
hand, and could not have been found in a copy, however clumsy this 
may have been." 

From this description of a careful eye-witness we gather 
that the Querimanue and the lists of Testes registrati were 
written separately, the former in the earlier, the latter in the 
later portion of the volimie. 

The above two volumes, A and B, were, according to De 
Laborde: — 

'* Indosed in a gray pasteboard case, which has the form of a box ; 
the back resembles tliat of a bound book, and on a printed title {titre 
imprim%i)f which dates, without any doubt, from Schoepflin's time, we 
fiaid : Documenta typagraphia Argmtorati invetUaJ'* 

The sixth or last entry was written in a volume (C) which 
seems to have contained Decisions of the Strassburg 
Council Schoepflin (Vindicta typogr,^ p. 21 ^ Documenta^ 
Num. III.) calls it : Protocollum contractuum^ Le., a Register 
of Contracts. The entry is the sentence of the Strassburg 
Senate in the above Law-suit, and is dated : Vigil, Lucie &* 
Otilie (Le, 12 Dec.), Anno xxxix, (i.e. mccccxxxix). 

De Laborde omits all notice of this volume, though he 
professes to give the documents all from his own tran- 
scripts. And as I cannot find that any other author has 
attempted to describe this volume, we have no bibliogra- 
phical description of this book as we have of the volumes 
A and B. 

It is observable that while De Laborde prints the Deposi- 
tions line for line, apparently as they were in the MS., he 
prints the Querimonia and the Sentence in the ordinary way. 
Again, whereas De Laborde gives facsimiles of eleven 
different passages from the volumes A and B, he gives none 
from voL C. So that we have no evidence from this that 
De Laborde ever saw the Register C. 

Schoepflin tells us in 1761 (p. 347 of vol ii. of his 
Alsatia iUustrat<i)^ that that part ^f the Acts, which con- 
tains the sentence of the Senate, had been communicctted 
to him in 1740 by Jac. Wencker, Councillor and Chief of 
the Public Archives at Strassburg ; which, of course, refers 
to this voL C. And on the same page he says that the 
depositions of the witnesses (therefore the Registers A and 
B) were found in 1745 by Jo. Henr. Barth (then Archivist) 

E 
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on the cleaiii^ oat of the Recmti tower.* The two 
latter Tolomes aie stated to have been preserred in the 
Town Libraiy of Snas^urg tilt 1870, when they are 
believed to hare been destroyed during the bombardment 
<rf that city by the Germans. VoL C may have shared the 
same late, but it is nowhere erplidtiy mentioned. The 
three volumes seem all to have contained different kinds of 
documents. I have called the Registers A, B, C, but of 
course the entries interlace in point of time. The lists of 
witnesses to be brought forward would naturally be 
registered in B, before the trial began. The Querimonia in 
B refers to what happened after the complainant had given 
the evidence recorded in A. The decision woul^ of 
course, come last It would be interesting to learn what 
has become of the rest of the series of Registers of which 
these two (or three) were selected and kept in the case 
described by De Laborde. 

Schoepflin speaks already in 1740 of the Sentence of the 
Senate (vol. C). In the Pn^ram which he wrote in that 
year, on the occasion of the tercentenary of the Invention 
of Printing (of which I have already spoken under docu- 
ment No. 6, q. ri.), he mentions the documents 4 and 6, 
and the documents of 1441 and 1442, adding -. — 

"daring >ll the time thai he [Gutcnbeig] reiidcd at Stisrabarg 
lie was an adroit and sedulous mvestigator of wondiont things ; this 
we leam from the aentence pronounoed by the Strassboig jodgea, in 
1439, when a controversy had arisen between him and his auodatcs to 
whom he had commuDicaled his seciets." 

At the end of the Program, referring again to the docu- 
ments, he says that he owed the public ones to the 
liberality of the Councillor Wencker (Fublica amplissirai 
Viri Consularis Wenckeri liberalitati debemus). 

In his Dissertation on the origin of printing, which he 
wrote also in 1740, and was inserted in vol. xviL of the 
Mfmoirci de PAcadimie des Inscriptions (see above, docu- 
ment 6), he says, speaking of the documents of 1439, 1441, 
1441 :— • 



" 1'rtrtcin actonira, quae sentential Senalus An. 1439 continet, 
I'imlini'luum I'lvloeollo meeuin An. 1740 jam cotnmunicavil Jac. 
iti'kriiK, (.'ontularls publico tiun tabnlario praefeclus. At An. 1745 
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RiflT, and Andres Heilmann) of this city to work up several arts and 
marvellous secrets, which approach the miraculous (these are the terms 
of the treaty written in German), without, however, specifying what 
those secrets consisted of. lliis same act reminds us of an anterior 
one, in virtue of which one of the associates had previously contracted 
an association with Gutenberg for the polishing of stones, which had 
been successful" 

I do not find that Schoepflin, on this occasion, mentions 
Wencker. 

In 1 760, however, he does not make the same omission. 
On p. 1 2 of his Vindiciae typographies, he says : — 

•* When in the 40th year of this centuiy many German and Dutch 
towns celebrated the memory of the Invention of Printing, I considered 
it the proper occasion to investigate its origin more closely. I began to 
examine more carefully the public docimients of all kinds, the com- 
mentaries and registers preserved in the Archives of our city, and 
hitherto neglected by my predecessors. In the course of time success 
responded to my investigation. That Joh. Gutenberg lived at Strass- 
burg in 144 1 and the following year is shown by two documents 
[Nos. 8 and 10] of the Church of St. Thomas which Scherzius had 
discovered in the Archives of that Chapter. Jacobus Wencker, the 
keeper of the Archives, has informed me [in 1740] (from the Archives of 
the Court) that the same Gutenberg had married at Strassburg a noble 
Alsatian, paid public taxes to the city, and established an association with 
citizens [of Strassburg] for the sake of a secret art. ... I have explained 
this in an Academi^ Program [in 1740], and in the same year sent 
a dissertation to the Royal Academy of Inscriptions on this suDJect [see 
above]. Five years afterwards \i,e. in 1745] full light was thrown upon 
my investigation when the tower called the Pfenningthum (where the 
Strassburg treasures' were preserved) began to be destroyed. When I 
was inspecting again the Strassburg flag and standard, the wax tables, 
the charters provided with golden bulla^ and other antiquarian stores, 
several times seen already by me before, I at last entered into a room 
which was more rarely unlocked before, where I discovered in a long 
row the old protocols of the Senate, namely, small folio paper codices, 
marked with the years. Henricus Barthius, at that time the chief of 
the Archives, and m3rself, drew them forth from the darkness. We 
examined them, and I myself excerpted several. But when I took up 
the codex of the year 1439, I had hardly opened the MS. when I saw 
the name of Gutenberg. Looking further, I found a long series of 
witnesses who gave their testimonies regarding the Gutenberguui 
secret, most of which designated plainly the typographical art. The 
authentic codex, which is preserved in a sacred place, and in which 
the Acts of the Senate and the declarations of witnesses before the 
delegates of the Senate have been written, is of a venerable authoritv. 
In it are registered the witnesses produced in the law-suit brought 

Jo. Henr. Barthius, custos Archivi, effata testium, qui in causa hac 
anditi sunt, reperit, cum Nummarise turris destruendse occasione 
veteres chartae et codices in publica Curiae scrinia transferrentur." 
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a^|ainst Gutenberg when one of his associates had died and his hein 
wished to be admitted to the secret, which really was nothing bat the 
secret of tjrpography.*** 

Dibdin visited Strassburg in 1818, and what he then saw 
appears plainly enough from what he says on p. 53 of 
vol. 3 of his " Bibliographical, Antiquarian, and Picturesque 
Tour in France and Germany," published in 1821 : — 

" However, of other MSS. you will I 'am sure give me credit for 
having examined the celebrated deposiiions in the law-suit between Fust 
emd Gutemberg^ — so intimately connected with the history of early 
printing, and so copiously treated upon by recent bibliographers (see the 
authorities quotai, and the subject itself handled, in ^tut Bibliographical 



* " . . . Quadragesimo autem hujus secoli anno secularem inventse 
Typographise memoriam apud Germanos et Batavos multae quum 
celebrassent civitates, originis ejus propius investigandse mihi nata 
occasio. — Publica omnis generis Acta, Commentarios, Registra, qiue 
decessores neglexerant, in tabulario Civitatis tum curatius mvestigare 
incepi. Investigationi per temporum intervalla successus respondit. 
Joh. Gutenbergium, a. 144 1. & sequenti civem Argentinae vixisse, jam 
pridem Instnimenta duo me docuerant Thomana, quae in scrinio 
Capituli detexerat Scherzius, Antiquitatum Teutonicarum scrutator 
illustris. Eundem Gutenbergium Alsaticam Nobilem Argentorati 
duxisse uxorem, onera publica solvisse dvitati, societatem circa aitem 
occultam cum dvibus inivisse, ex scrinio Curiae me docuit Vir de re 
literaria prseclare meritus, Jacobus Wenckerus, tabularii custoo, 
dein Reip. Consul. . . . Academico hsec Programmate paucis exposoi, 
cum ad secularem, Typographise inventse, orationem, a literato juvene 
habendam, Academise cives invitarem. Eodem tempore Regise In- 
scriptionum Academiae Dissertationem super hoc ai|[umentum Lutetiam 

transmisi At plenum denique investigationi meae lumen post 

quinquennium accessit, quum Nummaria turris (lingua patria Pfnu 
ningthum) cimeliorum Argentinensium cnstos .... superiore ex 
parte destrui coepisset Carrocium atque vexillum Aigentinense, 
tabulas ceratas, diplomata, aureis bullis instructa, aliamque antiqnitatis 
supellectilem, a me prius jam identidem visam, quum denuo inspice- 
rem, in Cameram denique incidi, rarius ante reseratam, ubi vetera 
ProtocoUa Senatns, chartaceos nempe codices, formae folii minoris, 
annis signatos, longa serie deprehendi. Henricus Barthius, 
tabularii tum Prsefectus, Vir amantissimus literarum, eos mecum ex 
tenebris protraxit Excussimus sin^^ulos, nonnullos excerpsi. Cum 
autem ad Codicem a. 1439. pervenissem, vix evolvi volumen, quum 
Gutenbergii nomen in meos oculos incurrit. Inquirens ulterius longam 
testium seriem reperi, qui de Gutenbergiano arcano testimonia 
perhibent, quorum pleraque t3rpographicam artem designarunt aperte. 
— Codex authenticus, loco sacro servatus, in quo publice perscripta 
sunt Acta Senatus, testiumque efifata coram delegatis Senatus fideliter 
consignata, venerandae auctoritatis est . . ." 

t I copy Dibdin word for word ; the italics are also his ; he con- 
founds, of course, the law-suit of 1455 with this.— J. H. H. 
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DecameroD, voL i. p. 316, &c.). — I own that I inspected these 
depositions (in the German language) with no ordinary curiosity. 
They are doubtless most precious ; yet I cannot help suspecting tiiat 
the character or letter is not of the time ; namdy, of 1440. It should 
rather seem to be of the sixteenth centuiy. Perhaps at the commence- 
ment of it. These documents are written in a small folio volume, in 
one uniform hand— a kind of law-gothic — ^from beginning to end. 
The Tolume has the following title on the exterior; ** Dicta Testium 
magm cancilij Anno dni nr.cccc*. Tricesimo nono,** The paper is 
strong and thick, and has a pair of scales for the water-marx. The 
younger . Schweighaeuser thinks my doubts about its age not well 
founded ; conceiving it to be a coeval document But Uus does not 
affect its authenticity, as it may have been an accurate and attested 
copy— of an original which is now perished. Certainly the whole book 
has very much ue air of a cofy : and besides, would not the originals 
have been upon separate rolls of parchment ? " 

It is evident from this quotation that Dibdin only saw 
volume A. Dr. Van der Linde, speaking (p. 514) of 
Dibdin's visit to Strassbiu-g in 18 18, says, with his usual 
amiability : — " Dibdin examined in 181 8 the document 
with English stupidity." 

Schaab (Geschichte der Erfindung der Buchdruckerkunst) 
also speaks of the law-suit On p. 27 of his first volume 
he mentions the 



" Declaration which Gutenbeig made before the Great Council of 
Strassbuig regarding the complaint of Georg Dritzehen, and his 
detailed defence, on which on the 12th of December, 1439, the 
sentence of this Council followed. In Schoepflin Vind. typogr., 
docum. No. 3."* 

On p. 30 Schaab explains :— 

'* This important declaration of Gutenbexg before the Great Council 
of Strassburg, and the still more important sentence of this Council* 
was discovered by Mr. Wencker, the Archivist of Strassburg, among 
the Protocols of Contracts of the year 1439.'* t 

This, therefore, refers to the Sen fence of the Senate (vol. C), 
which is Schoepflin's docum. No. 3. 



* " Die Erklamng Gutenbergs, wdche er vor dem grossen Rath za 
Strassburg auf die idage des G^ig Dritzehen gab, und seine ausfuhr- 
Uche Vertheidigung enthalt, worauf am 12. Dezember 1439 von 
diesem Rath das Urtheil erfolgte. In Schoepflin vind. typog. docum. 
No. 3." 

t ** Diese wichtige Erklarung Gutenbergs vor dem grossen Rath za 
Strassburg und das noch wichtigere Urueil dieses Raths hat Hr. 
Wencker, Archivist in Strassburg, unter den ProtokoUen der Kon- 
trakten des Jahrs 1439 entdeckt." 
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On p. 43 Schaab mentions : — 

(i). " The Protocol of the Great Council of Strassburg of the year 
1439, on the hearing of 14 witnesses in the law-suit of Jorg Dritzehn, 
citizen of Strassbuig, against Johann von Mentze genannt Gutenberg," 
(2). " Another Protocol, conducted before the same Great Council at 
Strassburg, on all complaints which came before it, and the names of 
the witnesses which were brought forward in these complaints. Among 
the first is that of Lorenz Beildeck, the servant of Gutenberg, a^^aunst 
Georg Dritzehn, because the latter accused him of having given a 
iidse testimony in the cause of his master. Among the latter are those 
mentioned woo had been heard in Gutenberg's and Dritzehn*s 
cause.*** 

This, therefore, refers to the entries in the Registers A 
and B. Schaab refers here to Schoepfiin's Documenta II., 
III., IV. ; but this is a slight mistake, as Schoepflin's 
No. III. is the Sentence. 

On p. 49 Schaab returns to the latter two acts, saying :— 

" Schoepfiin discovered these two important Acts at Strassburg in 
an old tower, called the Pfennigthurm^ among the old Protocols of the 
Council, aU bound in smaU folio, and marked according to the yean, 
among those of the year 1439. At present [1830] tney [ue, these 
particular volumes A and B] are preserved in the Town library at 
Strassburg. The circumstances of the discovery of these and all 
other Protocols of the Council of the once free city of Strassburg ; 
the place where they were found, and the fact that those of the year 
1439, mixed up with those of former and later years, agree most 
minutely with the latter in their exterior and interior form, should 
have protected them against every, even the slightest, suspicion of 
falsification ; but Dibdin, the otherwise so esteemed English biblio- 
grapher, intimated, on his tour through France and Germany in the 
year 18 18, to the Librarian, Schweignauser, who showed him these 
Protocols of the Council in the Town Library, some suspicion as to 
their genuineness. [Here follows the above quotation from Dibdin's 
Tour]. . . . Dibdin, who in his former writings had shown a con- 
spicuous antipathy against Gutenberg, who even regarded the latter's 
42-line Bible as a pr^uct of Fust and Schoeffer, who says himself that 
he does not understand a word of German, could not form a critical 



* " Das Protokoll des grossen Raths zu Strassburg vom Jahr I439> 
liber die Abhorung von vierzehn Zeugen in dem Prozess des Jorg 
Dritzehn, Biirgers zu Strassburg, gegen Johann von Mentze genannt 

Gutenberg." "£in anderes Protokoll gefiihrt von dem nemlichen 

grossen lUth zuStrassbuig iiber alle Klagen, welche vor ihn gebracht 
und die Namen der Zeugen, die in diesen Klagsachen angegeben 
worden. Unter den ersten stehet die von Lorenz Beildeck, B^enten 
▼on Gutenberg, gegen G^rg Dritzehn, well dieser ihn beschuldigt, ein 
falsches Zeu^niss m der Sache seines Herm g^eben zu haben, unter 
letztem sind jene namentlich genannt, die in Gutenbergs und Dritzehns 
Sache waren abgehort worden." 



I 
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_ on llie originality of these precious Acts, His opinion tbBt 

these Protocols migbt be a correct and attestol cop; from an originsi 
irhid on DO longer be foand, is based upon nothing, and has not even 
the appearance of probability ; equally incorrect is his assertion Ihat 
the anginal Acts would have been written on separate rolls of parch- 
ment. Had hebcen speaking of the depositions ofwitnesses of the t3tk 
■nd e*en of the nih century, he might have been right ; at that time 
the Bse of parchment rolls was cuslonmry, of which the declarations of 
vritDtsses slill bear the name in the German judicial practice ; but 
these bad fallen into disuse in the I5lh century, when linen paper 
had been invented and its use had become general. At that period 
we ftnd already in the whole of Germaoy Protocols of Councils and 

Eicial Acts written on paper. The Librarian, Professor Schwelg- 
ller, Jnn., wrote to me [Schaab] abont these two important 
Morces on the 22nd April, 1856, as follows : — No. II.* is from a com- 
paratively stnall folio volume, of which Schoepflia has correctly given 
the title; No. IV.f is from a much thinner volume, also correctly 
iiulicated by SchoepHin. These two volumes arc in our Ubrarr, 
where I showed them to Dibdin. It is inconceivable how be could 
doobt their authenticity, as they bear all external and internal evi- 
dence of it most plainly. They are old volumes, entirely worn at the 
edees, bound in rough parchment, which has become bronu-yellow, 
atd repaired at the back with old paichmenl or strips of leather, in 
trbicb many other unimportant matters are contained. Besides the 
complete uselcssness of copyirig such things in the l6lb century, the 
lacl llial in the volumes frequently whole or half pages have been 
crossed out, and others have been le^ blank, proves plainly that the 
the orijjinaJ "J 



• This is evidently a reference to SchoepHin's docnmcnta, whose 
No. II. contains f^efirsl and stcond entries, or the depositions of the 
vitnesies, and is therefore our Register A. 

t SchpepSin's No. IV. contains the Ikird, fourth, anil Jtfth entries, 
■Bd is therefore our Register B. 

X "Schopflin hat beide wichtige Aktenstiicke m Strassbarg indnem 
■Iten Thutm, der Pfenn^thurm genannt, unter den alien Kalhsproto- 
bdlen, die .^le in klein Foliofommt gebunden und noch den Jahren 
nxdchnet waren, und zwar unter denen vom Jahr 1439 entdedct 
(SchoepBin Vind, lyp. 1760. 13, 14). Jetzt sind sie in der Stndt- 
Ubliouek zu Strassburg aufbewahrt. Die Umstande der Entdeckung 
dioer uod aller andem RalhsprotokoUe der cinsl freicn Sladt Slrass- 
\nxg, det Ori, wo sie gefunden worden und doss die von dem Jahre 
1439 unter denen der friiheren und soateren Jahre vermiscbt gelegcn, 
mit diesen in iiusserer und innercr Form auf das genaaeste iibetein- 
itunmen, batten sie gegen jeden, auch den leisesten, Verdacht der 
Verfalschung sichem soUen ; allein Dybdin, der sonst so achlbare 
CSgliscbc Bibtiograph, autserle bei seiner Reise darch Frankreich and 
Dentschland im Jabr 181S dem Hm. Bibliothekar Schweighauser, 
det ihm diese Kalhsprotokolle auf der Stadtbibliothek vorlegle, einen 
Vcidacbt gegen ihre Aechtheit .... Dybdin, det in seinen friiheren 
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It is plain that we have here only a descriptio 
volumes A and B. 

About the year 1853 Aug. Bernard visited Strassburg. 
and on p. 12 1 of the first vol- of his wot)l Dt iWigine d* 
rimprimtrie (Paris, 1853) he states ; — 

" the pieces of this Law-suit still exisi in ibe origiaa! in the LitwMjr'l 
of Stmssburg, when: I had the pleasure al perusing them and verifyi^ J 
Ibeir aulhencicity."* 

Therefore, Schoepflin {1 740 — 1761), with all his verbosity 
on the finding of the Registers and other matters, does 
not say one word as to whether he ever saw with his 
own eyes the Senlenee of the ijrnafe (in vol. C). Dibdin 
(1818— 1811) does not even speak of it. Neither Schaab 
nor Schweighauser (1816 — '830) gives us the slightest hint 

hielt, der selbst sagt, dags er nicht ein Wort dcutach veislehe. kuiD 
wohl kein kritisches Uribeil iiber die Originalitat dieset kostboren 
dcutschen AktenBllicke fallen. Seine Meinung, dicse Rilhsprolokotlc 
mochten nne richlige und begliiuble Abschrtft von eincm nichi mehr 
vorlindlichen Origii^e seyn, nut cr durch njchts begiiindet und lie 
hat auch nicbt den Sc1if in der Wahrscheintictikeit ; eben so UDrichlig 
ist seine Behnuptung : die Originalyerhbre seyen gewiss nuf einrdoe 
Pergnmentrallcn gcschrieben gewesen. Wenn cr von Zcugcnvcrhdrcn 
des tj. und setbst noch des 14. Jahrhunderls redete, so mogCe et 
Rechl haben, dort war allerdiogs det Gebrauch der pergameatenen 
Zeugenrotuln, von denen nocb in der deutachen GerichUpraiis die 
Erklanmecn det Zeugen den Namen foTtfUhren ; allein dicse waren 
im 15. JahrbiiDdett in Ab^nng gekommen, als das Leinecpapicr 
erfunden, und sein Gebrnueb allgemcin geworden war. Jeta trifll 
miin schon in gunz Deutscbland Ratbsprolokolle und Gencblsakten 

aiif Papiei geschrieben. I'rof. und Bibliothcksr Schweighauser der 

Jiingere zu Stra.ssburg, schrieb mir iiber diese beide wichttge Quellen 
am zt. April tSz6 : " No. II. ist am einem belrkchllichen Idein Folio- 
baode, dfssen Tilcl Sdlbjiflin richtig angegebcn hat ; No. IV. itt aos 
eineiD weit diinneren, gleichfalls von Schopllin Hchlig bezeichneten, 
Diese beide Bdnde sind auf anierer Bibliothek, wo ich sie Dybdin 
geieigt babe. Wie dic&er on ihrer AulhenlidlaC zweifeln konnie, ist 
gar nichl lu begreifen, denn sie tragen a!le au-isere und innere Kcnn- 
leicben derselben aufs Augenscheinlichste an sicb. Es sind alle un 
Rande gam vetgrifTene, in rauhrs, bcaungetb gewordnes Hergimenl 
gebandene und binten mit altem Pergament oder Leder^tten nachge- 
fiickte HoC^n, worin lugleich viele andeie uawichUgE Sacben entballen 
sind. Was, ausiec Act g^nzlicben Unniltzheit, solcbe Dinge im 16. 
Jahrbandert abnuchreiben, sugenscheinlich beweissl, daiss ei die 
Originslaklen sind, ist, dus darin haufig ^uue oder haibe Sciten 
auigestrichen, andere aber weiss geiassen sind ..." 

* " Les pi^cea de ce procte, qui existent encore en oiigina] dans la 
bibliothique de StrasbouTg, ou j'ai eu le plaisb de les parcourii et d'en 
conitater I'authenticiti . . ." " 
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) whether they had seen volume C, though the latter 
actually lived at Strassburg and described the volumes A 
and B. Bernard (1S53) does not refer to vol. C. And as 
De Laborde (1840), ivho is so careful and minute about the 
volumes A and B, has not one word to say about the one 
containing this .SWi/(WA, it would seem that this document 
hu never yet betn seen by any human being ; Wencker, the 
Jiicfft>erer, of course excepted ! ! 

Schoepflin published all the entries of the Law-suit in 
1760 (fifteen years after the discovery of the depositions, 
and twenty after that of the Sentence), in his Vindieiae 2y- 
pographicae, accompanied by a Latin translation. They 
were republished from his text, 6rst by Meerman {Origines 
typogr., Hagae Comit., 1765, li. p. 58 sq), who gave 
also Schoepflin's Latin version, with some modifications 
in some of the most material parts, and afterwards by 
Wetter (Kril. Geschkhle der Erfind. der Buchdntckerk. 
dureh Joh. Gutenberg, 8vo. Mainz, 1836, p. 56 sq.). De 
Laborde republished {Debuts de rimprimerie b, Strasbourg, 
Paris, 1840, 8vo,) the German text Jrom the original (at 
least the first two entries), and added a French translation. 
English translations of the most material parts of the Law- 
suit may be found in Dr. Van der Linde's Haarlem Legend 
(Engl, translation, I..ond., Blades, 1871); in W. Skeen's 
Early Typography (8vo. Colombo, 187a), and De Vinne's 
The Invention of Printing (8vo. Lond, 1877, p. 380). The 
German text was reproduced by Dr. Van der Linde, in his 
"Gutenberg" (p. vi. of the Urkttttden). He does not stale 
from whom he takes it, but as his text Is arranged exactly 
like that of De Laborde, we must presume that he followed 
him, especially as he prints the latter part of Midehart 
Stacker's deposition in the same way as De Laborde, though 
ihisauthorprinted it defectively.as appears from the facsimUe 

■ which he traced with his own hand and added to his work. 
A great many authors have commented upon the Law- 
suit, but even after all that has been said and done in the 
matter, I do not consider a literal and unabridged transla- 
tion of the entries we have to he out of place. I give the 
original and my translation in |)arallel columns. I have 
followed De Laborde's text, and have only altered those 
words which deviate from his own facsimiles. As space 

Et allow printing the text line for line as De Laborde 
(apparently from the MS.), the place where his 
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lines break off has here been marked by || 
readings are given in notes. 

\_Fi'rst entry.] 

Dii in die worheit die Je^e Tliis a the tnith trhich /fgt 

dritjehenll ' geleit' hal wider Jolmii" Driii/htn hai depoied ngoinst 

voB MenlMll genant gutenberg In Johtm ttn Atctlit named CuUh- 

pnesentiit Ctaus DnnUenhcim uod it's. In the prcKncc of Claus 

Claus zur t£dten. Dimtzentieim aod Claus lur 
I lei wo. 



Item Barbel von Zabem die 

KuiilTeleriii hatt gescit dai sU|| uff 
ein nacbt ^Ucrleye mit Andres 
Dritzehen gerclt babe und|| under 
■ndern Woiten sproch sii in ime 
wciJient nit dolmejl goo slaffen. do 
habe er ir geantwuit Ich muu 
dia vormacben,l| AJso sprach dix 
geiugio, aber hiilfTe Gott was ver- 
tiinl er grou|| geltu cs mbcble 
dolrac uber x. guUio haben coslet, 
Anlwunllerir wider undspnchdii 
bisl ein ddrin, wenestu das esmich{| 
nuwent x. g]. gecoslet babe, h<i- 
restdu, heltestu alsvil als ei|| mich 
iiber 111*, bare guldin gecoslet hell 
du bettest din leptageli gnug, und 
das es micb minder gecoslet hatl 
dann v'. gb das islll gar liiiKi one 
das cs mich noch coitcn wiiitll 
daiumb icb mia eigen und min 
erbe vei^etzt habe, Sprach|| disc 
geiugin aber m ime : beiliges liden 
misiclinge uch (taan|| wie woltent 
irdann Inn, Antwurt er ir unsmag 
niin misselingen, ee ein jor uss- 
konunel no hant wir un&er houbt- 

Swiderll und «nd dann alleselig, 
It wellc unf dann blogcn.|| 



Item, Baricl van Zuiem, ihe 
trades-woman, has said that one 
nigbt she talked about several 
things with Andrei Drititim, 
and, among olher words, she said 
to him : 'Will you not go and 
sleep ? ' but be replied ; ' 1 must 
make this first.' Then this wit- 
ness said ; 'bat, help [me] God, 
how much money do you spend ; 
this must have coit you more than 
I guilden.' He answered again 
and (aid ; ' thou art a Tool, thinkst 
thou that it has cost me only 
X guilders? Look hoe, if tboa 
hadst as much as it has co«t me 
over 300 guilders ready money, 
thou wouldst hare enough for thy 
life, and what it has cost me lera 
than 500 guilders is very little, 
besides what it will still cost me ; 
wherefoie I have mortgaged my 
house and my gtonnd.' Then this 
witness said to bim : ' Holy poi- 
(iun, if yon fail, what will you 
do?' He replied: ' wc cannot 
fail ; before a year is passed, we 
have our capita back and will tH 
be happy, unless God wuhcd la._ 
afflict us.' 



Lnborde's fncs., the remainder ii 
primed in Ihe ordinary vnty, as De 
Laborde's facs. does not go (urtiier 
than gvtintirf, and he does not 

* De Lnbotde prints wAf. but bis 
facs. abovngcitii; the latter Word i* 
also found in Sdioepflin'i teiil, 

> De Labuide prims yukaini, but 
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Item 6i>utre Ennel Hans Schul- 
beiuen fniwe dcs Hatimaiu hatlH 
gesctt Ais Lorenu Beildcck m 
einer lil inn ic bus kominen syll 
CD CUui Driuehen iiem veLter und 
tpnch m ime, Ii'eber C1aiu|| Drit- 
Bchen, min' Juncker Ilanns Gut- 
tenrfiei^ bad nch gebettcn das'll 
Andns uij'selig hatt iiij ttiicke 
Inn eincT prcsaen ligcD do hail'H 
potenberg* gebelen dai ir iJie vsi 
OCT preraen nemcDl vcd die von 
ciiMDdeTll legent rff* das nuui nit 
ennaen fcooe noa cs ly* dana er 
ntlt nit geme das das Jemand 

IMje eciogin halt ouch gedt, 
All tyc bjlll; Andres DriuehcD 
jma *elter gewaenll ly do habe 
III jme desselben wercks dick 
belffcnil machen IV and nabt, Sie 
kill OQch fECseilU (Hu lii vol wisse 
dai Andres Dritielicn jr vctler 
sciigt in den lilen sin pfennig gelt 
Tcrsetit babe obi] aber er dns lii 
dem werck gebmcbt habe ' 



Item Dame Enml, the vife oC 
Hans Scbulheiss, wood-merchanl, 
bu wA that Lormit BiiUtck ai 
one lime catne iota her house to 
Clam Drituhcn, her cousin, and 
laid to him ; ' dear Claus DriUe- 
hen,' Ikt btasid Andrtj Drittdun 
has four pUeu ' lying in a pn$i ; 
mm, Gatenberg has riqutsted thai 
you wilt tail Ikim aul of tht prist 
and separalt tkim, Ikt ontfrnm tht 
other, that no one may inina mhat 
it is, ttcaujt hi vieuld not lilu thai 
anybody savi it.' 

Tliis wltnesi has alia said : 
' When ihe was [stajring] wilh 
Andres Drittihtn, her cousin, she 
often helped him to make the 
work by da; and night.' She also 
said ' that she knew well that 
AnJtis Drituhat, her blessed 
cousin, had, at one lime, mort- 
gaged his capilaJ, but whether he 
used that for Ihe work she did not 






' De Lahorde prinU mi'ii — das 
betwtdi ( ), and placs a star after 
■te wonl dial, bnl does not raplain 
wlut he means. ScboepOin. how- 
ncT, tells us Ihal after the name 
Dritiehen, the following wonls oje 
vrillca m the otiginal : mixyuHihir 
tUmms Gutmirrg kail mth giMttn 
dii, but have been delelcd. 

' So in De Laborde's facs..c.f.. 



■ Here follow in the original Ihe 
words " min yunehtr [Junektr. De 
Laborde) HaHiu Outcmierg {fittl- 
iemketg^ De Laborde) halt nth 

fibclttn das." i.t., "my Juncker 
Nobleman, esquire). Hanns Uulem- 
berg has rcqueslcd you," but the 
words seem to bare been slnick 
through. 

■ Scboepflia has faginas. 



• Here follow apparently two lel- 
len according lo De Laborde's fac- 
rimile. but they have been stnick 
thnngh, and I am unable lo de- 

' The fini word in the line is ath, 
bw it is struck out. a^A gutoiitrg is 
■dded in Uw margin. See De La- 



vff— sy added in Ihe margin. 
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Item I-Ioiuu Sidnineger hsi' 
gMeit das jmcD Andre* Dritiehen 
sclig dick und 111 gescit habej das 
et grai gelt uiT (Us eeemelle wctk' 

gdcilli nabe ^ und in vil 

costete and sprachli daniit lii die- 
sem* gemgen Br wuste nit widl er 
darinne tuD soUte,' Also antwurte 
jme dieset*|l geii^ und spnich 
Andres bistu dnriDll kommen so 
mitstu je ouch darux kommeii,li 
Alio sprach Andres aber lii disemll 
gerogen er miisle das sine ver- 
setzen, antwurt jmU diser geiage 
so verselie es und sage nyemandU 
nuwil dftvon, das halw nu Andres 
gclonll ob aber der summa iir die lit 
vil Oder lutfcl gewesea sy || wisie 



Item Hannu Schuttheiss hiti 
gncit das Lorenti)! Beildeck lu 
einer zit heim inn fin huss kom- 
Rienll sy lil CUus DriUchen ajsll 
diesei* geiuge jn heira ge(Urt helte. 
Ait Andres Dritiehenll sin biuder 
selige von lodes wt^en abgangen 
was, undfl sprnch da LorenU Beil- 
deck ni CUus Dritiehen, Andrasll 
Dritzehen nvrer broder selige bat 
iiij. stiicke undenan innll einer 
pTessen 1i^;en,'da hati uctiHanns 
Gulemlierg gebeltenll da* ir die 
duruss nemenl ond uff die presse 
legentU von einauder so kann' man 
nil gesfhcn nas das ist,|l Alio 
gieng CUus Dritiehen und sucbete 
die sliieke do vanlll er nutiil, Discr 
gemge hat ouch geseit dis er vorll 
guter zil von Andres Dritiehen 
gehbrt habe ee er von Icxics wegcnil 
abgangen sy das er sprach, das 
werck hette jn me damiil III' gnl- 



Ilem Hants Su/tnnegerhai 

' that the blessed Andres DritttAitt 
bod lold him over and over again 
that he had spent much money on 
the said work .... and tbat it 
CDSl him much, and, therefore, 
said to him (inlness), he did not 
knov how he should act in this 
matter.' Then this wimeu an- 
swered him and said : ' Andres, 
hast thou Pot into it, thou must gel 
oul of it luso.' Then Andre* said 
to this witness : ' he had to mort- 
gage his property," and this wit- 
ness answered him: 'yes mort- 
gage it and Ii^II nobody anything 
about it ;' Andres ha» doac this 
now, though he did not know 
whelher the sum, at that time, had 
been large or small. 

Item Hunnt Sehitllhtiss has said 
that Lortnit Bdidtci at oite lime 
came to his house to Claus Ortl- 
tiAtn, when this witness bad con- 
ducted him thither, when AfJrts 
DrilteAm, his blessed brother, had 
died, and then Lortnti BtUdtck 
said to Claus Dritttkttt : ' Andris 
Driltthat, your blessed brother, 
has /lair pifcis^ iyimf undtrntath 
JM a firm, and JfaHHi Gultm- 
btrg has requested yon that you 
shsuld takt thtm out sf il amd 
lay Ihem srfiaralc M Ihi firtts, so 
that nolKxIy can see what it is.' 
Therefore Claui Drinrktn went 
and searched for the piecei.* 
but found nothing. This witui^ 
has also said tbat he had bcai^ 
some time ago, from Amtria 
Drimhrn, befoie he died, that hft 
had said the work bad 
more than joo guilders. 



I 



' De Laborde pUc 
spots : Schoepflln's tex 
' dii-. Schoepllin. 
* iolle, Schocpflin. 
' ligen, Schoe^in. 
' kan, Schoepiliin. 



' Schoepflm ha! firmai. 
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Item CuDntd Sahipaeh hatt ge- 
leit das Aodnea Heilmanll m einer 
lit lu jmc komen sy inn Kremer 
gasw nnd iprachll la jme, lieber 
Cunrwl all Andres Dritiehenll ab- 
gangen Ut da haslo die pressen 
ecmohl' vnd weistll vmb die sache 
do gang dahin vnd' nym die 
Hilckeli vu dcr ptessen vnd leclisc 
M vco eiiuuidec so weU niemuunl 
was ei ist. da nu diiet geinge das 
hia vrolte und|| also tuchete das 
irere off Sanctll StcfTansHag nehM 
veiganeeo de wai das ding bin- 
we^ll Dtser geiuge halt ouch ge- 
leil das Andres Uritiehen seligell 
in einer lit gelt amb ja gelehenet 
lube daail habe er lu dem werck 
gebrucbcl, Erhit*ouch;igewilda5 
Andres DtitzeheD iclige jme lu 
ciner lit geseit habdl und cJogete 
er muile pfciuung gelt veisetieo, 
nracli diserj geiuge das ist bose, 
doch bistn dorin kommen, so 
mosin ouchji danu, und also wisse 
er wol das cr tin plenning getlll 
TOKtil habc.lj 

Item Wernber Smaliiem halt 

riE das erll '|| 
iij. Oder vier koiifle gelonlj 
babe, wen abcr das anegienge 
wise er nit, und underll andeni ist 
eiD kouffgcvewn byC. und XIII. 
mldio,!! an demselben gell haul tr 
drje fUi LX. guldinll versiglet, da 
halt Andres Dritiehen sclige XX. 
■Dgehiirti'll and off ein zit vor dem 
nle (piach Andres Driljiehen iu|| 
^em gcngcn et solte hdm kom- 

'Sow Labofde's faesimile. 

' "nirre stxna to be w after vnd 
in be L^botde's lacsiniile, but he 
■loea not give it in b» Text. 

• Seboepflin and De Laborde print 
' ' Lt the laltet's (kQimile 



* Sleflanai. Schoepilin. 

* hall, Schoepflin. 

* De LatHrda prints here a line oE 
but does not say why; 



Item Citmrad Sahrfach has said 
that Andm HtUman came to 
him at one lime in the Kremer 
street snd said to him: 'dear 
Conrad, as AnJra Driluhtn has 
died and Ihou hasi made tht fnss 
and tttnvsl of tht affair, tg go 
thither and lalu the piecii' out of 
lie prei! and late thtm the one from 
Ikt ether, then monody htuma tohat 
it is.' Now, when this witness 
wished to do this and searched, 
wMcb was on St. Stephen's day 
last, the thing was gone. This 
witness liaa also said 'that the 
blessed Andris Driltehen had, at 
B certain time, borrowed money 
from him, which he used for the 
work.' lie has also said 'that the 
blessed Andrei Brittthea had told 
him St one time and complained 
that he had to mortgage his in- 
come, ' to wb i gh this witness replied : 
' this is bad, but if thou hast got 
into it, Ihou must also get out of 
it ! ' and therefore he knew well 
that he had mortgaged his income- 
Item Iffmker Smolritm has 

said that he 

had made about three or four pur- 
chases, but did not know whom it 
conceineil ; and among other 
things there was a porcbose of 1 1 3 
guilders, towards which money 
three of Ihem had subscribed for 
60 guilders, while the blessed An- 
dres Drilsehtn engaged for 30 
n'lders. And at a certain time, 
jrc the term, Andrei Dritukm 



■ Scboepilla \aipaginas. 



angebtln, Seboepflin. 




Gntenberg: 



mm und die XX. gl.;l nraten, 
Antwurt jmc diser gezagc cr solte 
jroe dasll gck lusamen brrngen und 
iDsammelQ das (etc Andres,!! und 
also dainBch kun Andres l^ril- 
lehen abcr nu disemi! eeiugen und 
Epracb, das gcll wer by einander 
inn Itecrn!) Anthonien lleilman 
hua dn' solte er das holcn, dasi! 
telt diser gezuge und nam das grtt 
inn Hetm Anthonteni! hus, und 
dis iibrige' gelt das hnbe alle- 
weecn!! Fridcl von Seckingen bc- 



Ilem Mydehart Stocker haf Re- 
sell Als Andresi! Dritieher sdiRe 
ulf SancI Jobannis tag zu Winach- 
leo'ii do man den Krnligang telt 
tich nfderi^leit habe!! and siech 
wart do lag er inn dis gciiigen sCU' 
beoll an eim betle, Also liam nn 
diser gezuge mil jme und sprach, 
Andres wie got es.l! Antwurt er 
jme ich weis werlich mir ist car 
tbllich!! und spiuch domit, soil ich 
slerbcn so wollc ich dasI! ich nye 
inn die geselleschaffl kommen uer, 
sprach diseil! gCEupe wie so, sprach 
er aber do weis ich wol das mine 
bnidereil mit Gutemlierg nyemer 
iiberkotniDCD kunnent, || spracb 
diser geiuge, iit dann die gemein- 
schafl* nit|! vcrschricben' oder sint 
keine lute da gewesen, sprach 
Andiesn ja es ist venclirieb«n,' do 
Irt^ete jn diser geiugc wie!] die 
gemcinschafJl lugangen wer, do 
seite er jme wleU das Andres Heil- 
mann," Hanns Riffe, Gutemljerg 
imd er inn!! einc ecmeinschaiJT 
kommen werent, darin liellen 
Andresll Heilman und er jr jc- 



' do, Schoepflin. 

* Qbetige. Sclioepflin. 

* beiall. Schoepdin. 

* hati, SchoepRin. 

* Wlnahlen. Schocpflia 

* -schaffl, Schoepflin. 



said to this witness ' that be shod 
come home and take tl 
der^' But this witness 
* he should bring the money D ^ 
gether and coUecl for him,' whie^l 
AfidresAA. But afterwards iJfu/rKt 
Dritakm came again to this wit- 
ness and said ; ' that the money 
was together in the house of Mr. 
Anlkonit Hdlmatt, where he eould 
fetch it,' which this witness did, 
and took the money in Mr. Antho- 
nie's house, and the rest of the 
money was ccitainly paid bj FriM 
■mm itiiingfti- 

Item AfyiitAarfSli/cterhaS 
'When the blessed Andrei , 
tihen, on St. John's day 
Christmas, when the pr 
took place, lay down and 
ill, he was lying in the : 
this witness on a bed. And _ 
witness came to him and said 
' Andres, how are you ! ' 
he replied : ' I know I 
tally ill,' and also said : 
to die I should wish never to bavs 
joined the partnership;' Ttds wit- 
ness asked, why. To which he 
replied ; ' I know well (hot my 
brothers never can agree with 
Gutemfvrg.' Said Ibis witneai! 
' has then the association not been 
wiitien down, or have no persons 
been present ? " Said Andres : 
' yes, it has been written down.' 
Then this witness asked him, bow, 
the partnership hod been 
which he replied ' that Ai 
MiilmaHB, Hanns Jiifi, GMi 
berg, and himself had entered u 
partnership, to whioh, as he recol- 
lected, Aiidra " 




1 inW^^H 



a ffcilmaH and him- 



an. Schoepflin. 
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elicher LXXX. fruldin geleil, alz er 
bebaltcn habell Also su nu inn der 
gemMnschaffi wcrent do weteatH 
Andres Heilmaji und er za Gutem- 
here komnien zu' Sanct|| Atbogiist 
dobctle ec na tltUclie Kunsl vor 
jnen tetboigcni; die er jnen nit ver. 
buoden was lu leugen. darane 
hetlcnkf III nu nit ein gevillen ce- 
bebt und hellcn darudll die gemem- 
Khilin atigelon und ein andet 
gemdasduinil miUeiniuiiler vor- 
aneen also dai Andres Ilcilman 
vaS a jt jeetidier zn den ustenll 
IJ(XX. guMin so vi] geben und 
Iq^ tolte dns es V' guldinll wur- 
d^t, das* ne auch gethon babe* 



danitr »Uc Giitcnibei|; alle sine 
fcnnsl die er kundell nil vor jnen 
*ierbergen, und daiuber wer ein 
gemeiDscfaafri!! brief geouihl wor- 
deu, and wer das jr einre inn derll 
eeineiiuchBfii at^enge so soUent 
die iibrigen' eemeinere desselbenll 
•bgangn eiben C. guldin hnrus 
gebm, nnd das iibrigll gelt und 
ms inn die gemeinschaB't gchorte 
solte dann under den andcml! ge- 
Bktincm inn der gemeinschalR 
bliben. Diser Gezuge hall ouchll 
gcscit das jme Andm Diitiehen 
■ctigc m der lit oucbli geseii babe 
so wtsse et ouch du von jme selbs 
wol, das'l er etilich sin pfenning 
f^ Tcrwtit* habe, ob aber dosj 
til otter wenig oder obe cr das lu 
dcm werck gebruchelll habe Oder 



lelT had each conUibuled So guil- 
decs.' And when thef vere !n this 

finnership, Andre! Heilman and 
imself came lo Gulcmberg al Si. 
Atb^a^t, mhire he had cBHcealtd 
tevtrM* arts' /rem them, mhicA lit 
was nol sbKged lo shew tkem. This 
did not please Ihcm ; whereupon 
Ihey had broken up the partner- 
Ehip and replaced il by aoother to 
this effect, Ihal Andres Hiilman 
and himself should each add so 
much to rhe first So guilders that 
il would make joo guilders, wliich 
the)' did. and they two were one 
man in the paitneisUp. 



And in 
the same war GiOrmierg and 
Hanns Riffi should each contri- 
bute as much as the two, and then 
Gutemlfrrg should eonaaP from 
Ihcm itBHe of the arli he kiuvi? 
Concerning this an association con- 
tract was made, and in case one of 
the partners died, then the others 
should pay lOO guilders to the 
heirs of the deceased, and the test 
of the mone; and all that belonged 
to the association should remain in 
the partnership as the property of 
the other partners. This witness 
has aUo said that the blessed 
Afuirei Drittehen haci told him at 
thai time ' that he knew very well 
from himself that he had often 
morlgnEed his bcome, ' though he 
did not know whether this was 
much ar little, nor whether he had 
employed it for the work or ool. 




40 Gutenberg : 



HexT Peter Eckhart lutpriester Mr. PeUr EckJutrt, parish priest 

ztt Sanct^ Martin dixitll das Andres at St. Martin, has said that the 

Dritzehen selig in den Winahten blessed Dritu/un, during the 

virtagen nodi|| jme sdiihte er solt Christmas feastdays, sent to him 

sin Bihte horen, nnd da|| er zu jm to hear his confession, and when 

kam und er geme gebihte da|| he came to him and he confessed 

fragete jn diser gezuge ob er yeman freely, witness asked him ' whether 

scholdig werll oder ob man jme he owed anybody anything, or 

scholdig wer, oder ob er utzitH whether any one was indebtoi to 

geben hette das solt er sagen, da him, or whether he had given any- 

sprach Andres er|) hette gemein- thing, he should say so ; ' where- 

schafil mit etlichen, Andres Heil- upon Andres said, ' he had a 

manll und andem, und da hette er {Mutnership with several persons, 

wol II' guldin oder III* ussgeleitii Andres Heilman and others, and 

das er keinen pfenig hette, und had laid out certainly 200 or 300 

seit ouch, das AndresH Dritzehen guilders, so that he had not a 

dann zemol in den deidem lege penny left ; ' and he also said that 

am bett.|| Andres Drituhen at that time was 

lying in the bed in his doUies. 

Thoman Steinbach het geseit Thoman Steinbach has said that 
das Hesse der underkouflfer uff ein Hesse^ the retail-dealer, came to 
zit zu jm kam und|| frogte jn ob er him at one time and asked him 
keinen kouff wiiste do man lutzel ' whether he knew of any purchase 
an verlure wannjl er wuste ettliche, in which little could be lost ; ' as 
und nante domit Johann Guten- he knew several [persons], but 
berg, Andresll Dritzehen und einen mentioned among such Johann 
HeUman die bedorffte wol bar Gutenberg^ Andres Drituhen^ and 
gelt, 11 Also do kouffte diser gezug a [certain] Hdlmann^ who were 
jnen xiiij. Liitzelbuiger und wuste likely to be in want of ready 
do-il mit wol einen kouffman der money. Then this witness bought 
sii wider kouffen wolt, und ver- for them 14 Liltzelbuiger,' and 
kouffte sii ouchli widerumb und knew a merchant who would buy 
wurdent bi den Xii4> guldin daran them again, and he did sell them 
verlom undil ware* Fridel von again, and 124 guilders were lost 
Seckingen burge fur sii und wart by it ; Fridel von Seckingm re- 
ouch in dasll kouffhus buch ver- mained surety for them, and it 
schriben.|l was written down in the book of 

the sale-house. 

Lorentz Beldeck het geseit d&s Larentz Beildeck has said that 

Johann Gutenberg in zu einer zitll Johann Gutenberg had sent him at 

geschickt het zu Glaus Dritzehen, one time to Claus Dritzehen^ after 

nach Andres sins bruders|| seligen the death of his blessed brother 

dode und det Clausen Dritzehen Andres^ to tell Claus Driizehen 

sagen das er die' pcesseij die er that ht should not show to any one 

hiinder jm hett nieman oigete the press which he had under his 

zoigete, 'das ouch diserll gezug det, care; which witness did« He 

* Sant, Schoepflin. * i.e. Luxemburger, I do not 

* wart, Schoepflin. know what article is meant by this 
' oigete and toigete mean one and word. 

the same thing ; one of the words is 
therefore supofluous. 



U^as he the Inventor of Printing ? 4 1 



und rette ouch me und sprachll er 
iolte sich bekambeiii so vil und 
goD (ibei Hx prcu«ll und die mit 
den xnefva wurbdin utf duD so 
Tielent die iluckell von einander, 
dioelben xlucke solt er dasn ia die 
picssdi Oder uff die presse lege so 
knnde durwcb nieuiBii gesehen 
noch u[ gemcTcken,!! und wenn jr 
leil sskcme so soil er zu Joliamill 
Gutenberg hinas koincn' dann er 
' " ■ III redcn. Diier 



[Guteabeig] said, morMYtr. that 
he should take great care and^ofp 
Ikt pTCis and Bptn Iku hy mraru of 
Ike hoo little hiltims, tohrrtiy' tkt 
fitia would fall anmJir. He 
should, thereupon, fat tkost pitcts 
in or OH ike friis,^ afttr whuk 
Kciody ceuid sit or tBmfrikfnd 
anylkiHg. And if* he happened 



I po . 



■ he 1 



. vol : 



das 



Johann Gultnbcrg, who had some- 
thing to talk about with him. This 
witness knew well that Jshann 
Gulmbcrg owed nothing to the 
blesKd Andres, but that Andres 
was indebted to Gutenberg, and 
was to pay him this debt by instal- 
ments, but died while he was pay- 
ing it- Hehasalsosaidthathe had 
never been present at their reunion, 
since their reunions had tiken 
place after Chiistmas. This wit- 
ness bad often teen the blessed 
Andres Drituhen dine at Jokan* 
Cutenter^s, but he had never seen 
him give a pcmij. 

Reimbolt von Ehenheim het gC' Reimbeli vcn Ekenkrim hu 

wax das er vor den Winahten|| un- said that shortly before Cbrixtmas 

hug tn Andrei kam un' frogtc jn he came to Anarrs and asked him 

wu eril also mehte mil den not- 'what bedid with those nice things 

lichen dingcn domit er umging.ll with which he was busy.' The 

Anlwurl jm Andres selige Es heit blessed ^noVwsnswcred him 'that 

jn medann V'guldinllcostel'doch it had cost him more than 500 

10 hofite* er wann es us gefertigel guilders, bat he hoped, when it 

wurde dasll sii gell Ibslen ein giit should be ready, to gain a good 

MtduTfll,dovonerdisem geiugenil quantity of money, with which he 



Johann Guteaberg Andresll sellgen 
not le don sundem Andres Hans 
Gutenberg ze dun wer vndll jm 
loUichs le lilen geben solt. in den 
lilcn cr ouch abging. Erbelouchll 
gcMit dai er in nie keincr borsc bi 
jme gewes«ill sig wann die bi;rse 
Dachden Wiuahtenanging. Diserjl 
eexog hel Andres Dritiehen seligen 
dick gesehen by Johannll Guten- 
berg osen aber er gesach jn nie 
kein pfening geben. II 



I Schoepflin has mI paginae dila- 
mlur in partes, tasque partes vel 
\tra vel lupra prelum ponerel. 

'Schoepflin IransUlei : "utque 
slis solulis." De Laborde (tXbuls 
I'impiimerie k Slrasbouig. p. j^J 



>r. Van der Linde ( Haarlem L^end, 
IB Hague. 1870. p. as) translates : 

en mogt by uitgaan.' i.e. in Etigl,. 

and il he happened to go out. ' 1 
ave adopted this innJUlion. but 
m unable to say whether it is cor- 
set. The German ir must mean 
ieir: but 1 do not know the mean. 



Gutenberg : 



und uidem gelt geben mohte und 
ouch allcs da* leides crgelietli 
wiirde. Diser geiug hcl geseil dru 
er jm des mIIicd moles'l VIII. gul- 
din lech wena et gell haben miLsl. 
So hett onch dis|i gaugeii Itellerin 
Andres ettwie dick gelt geluhen, 
Andresll kjim ouch to einer lit ai 
dUem geiugen mit eiaein lingll den 
achetMl er fur XXX. guldin, detl 
venatt er jm u Ehenheiro!! fiir V. 
^Idin hiinder die Judea. Discr 
geiug liet ouch geseitu das im wol 
wisscn sig d»s cr im berbst IL 
halt omenll ecsoltens nrins in 
iweyen vcasem gemaht het do 
schancktell er Johann Gtttenl)erg+ 
Omen und den ondern' hniben 
omenll ichenckle er Midehart und 
schcDckte ouch Guteobergll etwie 
uil biren, Andres bat ouch dUen 
gezugen lu einerll zit da* er jm 11. 
halh fuder wins touffle, das ouch 
diser gezugll dett, und von den- 
selben II. halben fudcrn hand' 
Andresll Driliehn und Andres 
Ileilmnn Hans Gutcnbei^ll das 
eine halb fuder gemein g<^ 
schenclLt.il 

Hans N^er von Biscboviszheim 
bet geseit c&s|| Andres lu jm kam 
und sprach er bediirffle gclls, dar-ll 
uinb so musle er jm und ondeni 
sinen lehenlulenll dcssen getrangen 
dun, wemi er het eltw&s under 
hendeDli dsrufl kunde er nit gelts 
genug ulTbringeD, AlsoU do Irogte 
uiier geiug was er schaflen belt, 
Antwortil er, er wer ein spii^el- 
macher, Also do stulle diseni ge- 
iuge triischen und furtc sin kora 
gon Motssheim undll Ehenhcim 
imd verkoufite das do ucd bezalt 
jn. Diserll geiug het oucb gcseii 
das er und keimbolt jm 7u cineril 
lit I!, baib liider wines kouflten 
und forle es diser geiugil har, und 
also cr kam bi SanI ^bt^st do 



should pav this witness and olhen 
and (ec all his sufTerings rewarded.' 
This witncis has said ihal on that 
occasion be lent him S guilden, as 
he was in want of mooey. The 
housekeeper of this witnen had 
often lent mone; to jiadrts, and 
Andres came once to this wilness 
with a ring which be valued u y3 
guilders, which he pawned for hun 
at Ehenheim with the Jews for 5 
guilders. This witneu, morcorer, 
said that he knew well that, in the 
autumn, he hod put two half.onieDS 
of sodden wine into two vessels and 



half-oi 



Io/jA 



Guicabcrg, and presented the other 
half to Alidehart, and also pre- 
sented Gtitmbtrg with a quantity 
of beer. Andres also requested 
this witness at one time to buy him 
two half-measures of wine, which 
witness did, and of these two half- 
measures Andni Dritukn and 
Andrt! HeUman presented one to 
tlom Gfittttberg. 



Hans Niger v<m BiKiuviaAtim 
has said that Andra came to him 
and said ' that he was in wont of 
money, wherefore he had to appeal 
to him and his other money- 
lenders, as he bad something in 
hand on which he could not spend 
money enough.* Theiefon this 
witness asked him what be was 
doing, to which he replied ' kt -aiai 
a manufiicturtr of loeiiitg-giaiui. ' 
Then uiis witness had his com 
ground and took it to MoUsbeim 
and Ehenheim, where he sold it, 
and paid him [the money]. This 
witness has also said that he [Diil- 
uheH\ and Keimbolt bought fniin 



him 



ne, and he cffccled the trans- 
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hatt erti ouch 4> omen gesottens wins port of it ; and when he came to 

off dem wagen, den namjl Andres St Arbegast he had also half an 

and tmg jn Johann Gutenberg omen of sodden wine on his cart, 

beim, and ouch]) ettwie vil biren, which Andres took and carried it 

and Ton denselben II. halben in to Johann Gutenberg^ and also 

fademll verschanckte Andres selige a good deal of beer ; and of these 

and Andres Heilnumnll Johann two half-measures the blessed 

Gatenbexg I. halb fader wins.]] Andres and Andres Heilmann pre- 
sented one half to Johann GuUn* 
berg. 

In bjwesen Boschwilrs. In the presence of Boschwilr. 

Item Fridd von Seckingen hat Item Fridel von Seckmgen has 

geseity das Gutenbexg^l) ein kouff said that Gutenberg had made a 

getoD habe and das er fur jnen purchase, and that he had become 

Ddige wtirde and das er nit|| anders surety for him, and that he did not 

wnst dann das es Her Anthonie know otherwise but that it con- 

Heilman oochlj anging,' und das cemed Mr. Anthonie Heiiman 

aher damoch die schuldeil von des also, and that afterwards the debt 

sdben kou& wegen bezalt worden concerning this purchase had been 

ST. Er hatfl ouch geseit, das paid. He also said that Gutenberg^ 

Gatenbei]^ Andres Heumann' und Andres HeUmann^ and Andres 

Andresjl Dritzehen jnen gebetten Driitehen had requested him to 

haben jr biirge zu werden, gegen become their surety with Stoltu^ 

Stoltzil Peters dochterman^viirCI. the husband of Peter's daughter, 

gnldin, das habe er geton,|| also, for loi guilders, which he did, in 

das sii drye jm deSialb* einen this way that these three should 

sdiadeloss brieff gebenlj soltent, give him, on this account, a letter 

der ouch geschriben und mit of indemnification, which indeed 

Gotenbergs'li und Andres Heil- had been written and sealed with 

mans Insigeln yeisigelt wiirde, the seals of Gutenberg and Andres 

Aberfl Andres Dritzehem hette jn Heilman. But Andres Dritzehen 

alles htindar jm und kunde jmll von alwavs delayed the matter, and he 

jm mt>ersiegelt^ werden, doch so could not induce him to seal it. 

babe Gatenberglj solich gelt dar- Gutenberg, however, paid after- 

noch alles bezahlt* in der vast- wards aU the money at the time 

me»e nehst veigangen.|| Dirre of the fair of last Lent. This wit- 

geznge hat ouch geseit, das er von ness has also said that he did not 

der obgenannten' dryer gemein- know of the partnership of the 

schafitll nit gewisset habe, dann er above three, because he nad never 

nye dar zu gezogen nochil dabei'® been joined to it, nor had been 

sy.ll present. 



■ -bui^, Schoepflin. 

' angieng, Schoepflin. 

* -man, Schoepflin. 

* doht-, Schoepflin. 

* deshalp, Schoepflin. 

* -bugs, Schoepflin. 

' versigelt, Schoepflin. 

■ becaU, Schoepflin. 

* obgenanten, Schoepflin. 
>• dobd, Schoepflin. 
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[Second entry.] 

Gutenbei^WorheitwiderTdrge ' Gutenberg s testimony against 

Dritzehn. In bywesen Franz|| Jorgt Drituhen, In the presence 

Bemer und Bosch wiler.U of Franz Bemer and Bosch wiler. 

Item Herr^ Anthonie Heihnan Item Mr. AnthanU Halnum has 
hat geseit Als er gewar wurde das said : When he became aware that 
Grtttenbergtl Andres Dritzehen zu Gutenberg would accept Andres 
einem dirten teil wolte nehmen* in Dritzehen for a third part in the 
die Ochevart zu den Spiegeln|| do pilgrimage to Aix - la - Chapelle 
bete er jn gar flisseclich das er about the looking-glasses, he re- 
Andres sinen bruder ouch darin quested him urgently to accept also 
neme, wolte er|i zu mol gem umb his brother Andres if he wiwed to 
jn verdienen*, do spreche er zu jm, render him [AntAonie] a great ser- 
er enwuste Andres Friinde^l moh- vice. He [^Gutenderg] Uien said 
ten mom sprechen es were gockel to him, * he was afniid that the 
werk*, una were jm nit wol zu friends of Andres would speak of 
willen,!! do iiber bete er jn und it as sorcery, which he wcMild not 
mahte jm einen zedel, den solte er like.' On that account he \Antmi\ 
jnen l>eden zoigen und|| sollten' requested him again, and drew up 
daruff gar wol zu rate werden,' den a contract which he should show 
zedel brehte er jnen und wurdent to both, and which they should 
zu|| rote das sii es also woltent tun, discuss carefully ; he brought him 
was im zedel verzeichent stunde, the contract, and they resSved to 
und ginge esll also mit jm'. In do according to the contract, whidi 
disen dingen Ixite Andres Drit- was, therefore, agreed upon* In 
zehen disen gezugen|| jm umb geld the midst of these arrangements 
zu helffen, do spreche er, hette er Andres Dritzehen requested this 
eut underpfiuit, er wolte jm baldeli witness to help him with money ; 
helffen und hiilffie jm also zu leste to which he replied thsit, if he had 
umb LXXXX.Ib und brehte jm das a good pledge, he would soon 
gelt hinussjl zu Sanct' Arbgast, und help him, andat last assisted him 
domit loste er den Frowen Sant with 90 lbs., and brought lum the 
Agnesen II. lb geltz abe,|| und money at St. Arbgast, whereby he 
sprehe^® dirre gezuge was sol dir so redeemed 2 lbs. of money uom 
▼il geltz du bedar£t" doch nit me the St. Agnes nuns; and this wit- 



» Her, Schoepflin. 

* nemen, Schoepflin. 

* De Laborde has here a star, but 
does not explain what it means. 
Schoepflin's text runs on. 

* frunde, Schoepflin. 

* werck, Schoepflin ; but wrongly. 
See Laborde's fieu^imile. 

' solten, Schoepflin. 

^ De Laborde places here two 
stars without explaining what they 
mean. 

* Schoepflin adds : in. 

* Sant, Schoepflin. 

^^ spreche, Schoepflin. 
■■ bedarfit, Schoepflin. 
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^limiLXXX.itgilldin, donntwurlc 
er jme, er miislc aust ouch gell 
ban,!! und das wer II. oder III. 
tige in der faslea vor no set 
Frawen'tagell [d]o gebc er LXXX. 
goldin GulenbOT, So gebe diirc 
eenigeouch LX}uC.guldin, wann|| 
die beredunge were LXXX. guldia 
jegelicbem leil, nmb das iibrige* 
dine teilll so dann Gutenberc; noch 
lulte, und mirde das gelt Guten- 
berg, umb den teilll and am die 
koDEt, und wurde in kein gemein- 
Kbafil geleit Damochy so liabe 
GntEnberg m ditem gezugen ge- 
tprochen Er miLsle cin anderei' 
^dcnken'll das es ia alien sachen 
glich wilrde, sit er jn vor so vil 
geloo hette uod gantbl mitenander 
in cias liemeDt, nit das einer vor 



I>er rede was dirre genige Troll and 
nimete e den iwein, und damoch 
iilxr lang do sprache er aber die- 
■eibe^l lede, do bate in dirre gezuge 
aba alj <roi, und sprache cr woUe 
<s Dinblj JD rerdicnen. 

Daraocb 
■o meble er jm ein zedel off die- 
■elbe rede und sprechMl lu disem 
genigeti, heiuen sii wal lu rote 
wcrden, obe es jr geftig sy, diu|| 
dete CT und wurdcnt daruff'etwie 
knge ni rate, Sii nement in joch 
ODchU m rale, do spreche er sic 
dem mole das yelz so vil geiiJces 
do ist, nodll gemaht werae das 
nwer Itil gar nohc fsl gi^ea 
vwercm gelt, so wurt uchjl doch 
die kunst veigebeo. 

Also IJT^^' 



ness asbtd, ' what do you ask so 
much money for, as you don't 
wan! more than 80 guildeis? ' He 
replied that ' he wanted still more 
money, and that it was two ot 
three days in Lent before Lady 
Day that he had to give So guilders 
to GulcnSerg.' This witness also 
gave 80 guilders, as the agreemoil 
was So guilders for each share, and 
the other third part, which Guttn- 
berg still had, would become 
Gtilmber^s property, as his share 
and (or his art, and would not be 
put into any partnership. After- 
wards GiilcHitrg spoke to this 
witness that 'he had to mention 
something else, namely, that there 
should be equality in everything 
because he [Anioii\ had done so 
much for him, and that they shotlld 
understand each other well that 
the c 

^m the other, and that il 
serve also the others.' ' This wit- 
ness was pleased by this conversa- 
tion, and spoke highly of it to the 
other two, and long afierwards he 
[Guttnierg] repealed this conver- 
sation, and this witness requested 
him as before and said Uiat he 
wished lo make himself worthy of 
iL After this he made a contract 
according to this profosition, and 
said to this witness ; 'TeU them that 
they should consider it carefully 
whether this be convenient lo 
them.' This he did, and they dis- 
cussed this point a long time, and 
even consulted him [GiUcnierg\, 
who said afterwords at a certun 
lime : ' there are at present so many 
tools ready and in couise of pre- 
paration that your part is very near 
your own money [which you ad- 
vanced), and so the art will be 
confided to you gratuitously.' In 



■ Frowen, SchoepOin. and, per- ■ ScboepSin has here idque ad 
baps, also Laborde. nlitmiKi efm ftrlimtrt, 

* aberiee. f ' 
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ie sache mit 






punleii,dencijienEarabe zu luode, 
und den andetnU bass zu liitemde. 
Der punt tUbe in tunde was, das sii 
nit woltcnll verbunden sin, von 
Hani Riflen wegen gross odcr 
ctein, wan sii nil vonll jme hetteni, 
was aii hetten das hetten sii von 
Gulenbergs wegen. |1 Der ander 
punle zu liitemde was, wcr es da£ 
jr einer' von todesll wegen aheginge, 
da3 das bass gpliitert wilrile, und 
wart det alxalf geliitert, dus man 
des erben so ab^nge, solte viir 
aJle ding gemahtll oder ungemabt 
viir gelt geleit So sich jeselidiem 
teil gebiirt lu koslenh lu lu Icgea 
uad fonaen und all en gezligk 
niitzit usgenommen, nocUll den 
funlT jorcD geben bnndert guldin, 
do delt er jn E">ss vorteiJil wer es 
das CF abeginge, wan er liess jn 
ouch darin gon, alles so er fur|{ 
sioen kosten solte votan ban ge- 
nommen tu sinem tell, uod solten 
doclill sinen erben nit me dann' 
hundert guldin geben fiir alle ding, t| 
als der andern einer. Und ge- 
schach das uf das, wer ess das jr 
eincrll abtginge, das man nit musle 
alien erboi die kutist wisen und 
uRenll sageo Oder offenboren, und 
das were alles eime aLio gut als 
demi] Budem. 

Damoch so habenl 
die zwenc Andres disem geiugen 
under deall Kiirsenem gcseit, das 
Eil mit Gutenber* eins worden 
sient von des!| zedeli wegen, und 
bette jnen den punlen von Hans 
RifTen wmnil abegelon und woltc 
jnen den fetten punten bass liitem, 
so in demll nelutcn artickel aleC, 
und seitenl ouch doby das Andres 
Dritiehen hcttell Gutenberg geben 
XL. guldin, und dis gezugcn binder 
jm L. guldin,!! warm die wrcdunge 
ulT das lil was Tunriig gnldin, als 
derll zedel wisel, und i^inach in 



this manner they agreed with him 
on two points, one of which was 
to be nuile done with, and the 
other to be explained well. The 
point which was Co be r^arded tu 
settled was thai thej wished lo be 
under no obligation lo Hans Rif- 
ftn, either great or small, as they 
had nothing from him ; what they 
hstdtheybaditfrom^ujlr^^^r-^. The 
matter which was lo be ciplajned 
was that, if one of them happened 
to die, exact explanaiion should be 
given ; and they decided that, at 
the end of the S years, they 
should pay to the hcii^ of deceased, 
for all things madi or unmadt, for 
the money advanced, which every 
partner had to pay in the expenses, 
s.sA for tht formi xaA for alt tuli, 
nothing ac^dJ, too guilders. In 
case, therefore, of bis death, it 
would be a great advantage to 
them, because he left them every- 
thing which he could have taken 
as his part for the expenses, and 
yel they had not to pay his hein 
more than a huDdred guilders for 
everything, just as one of the 
others. And this was stipulated 
in order that, if anyone died, Ihcy 
should not be under the necessity 
of tearhing, telling, er rnraliitg Ihi 
art (o all the beits, which was as 
favourable to the one as to the 
olliers. Thereupon the two An- 
lima lold witness (i-e., AiUan 
//n/maniij, at the reunion of the 
furriers, that they had ^rccd with 
Culenbirg regarding the contract, 
and that he had settled the point 
regarding Hanns Rifftn, and 
wished to enplain to them the last 
pant further as it was put in the 
next article. They aI«o said that 
jindrii Drilzihen had given 40 
guilders to Ctambirg, and the wit- 
ness's brother [Aivirrs Hfilmann\ 
had given bim 50 guilders, as the 
agreement was 50 guilders lor this 
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den nefasten Winahten XX. gal- term, as was shown by the con- 
dkt, uid dasR syent die Winahten tract, and afterwards, the follow- 
nebit Tere;angen, and dann dar- ing Christmas, 20 guilders, which 
nadili zu halbvasten aber gelt als was Christmas last, and then after- 
der zedd wiset do sich dirre gezuge wards, at mid-Lent [the fourth 
nff-ii geznhet, and spricht ouch^ Sunday in Lent], as much as the 
difer gezuge das er den zedel be- contract showed which witness had 
keniie by denjl zUen, und wiirde signed. And witness also said 
das gelt oit in gemeinschafik geleitjl tluit he acknowledges the contract 
ei s^te Gutenberges sin. So habe by the terms, and the money was 
oadi Andres Dritzehen)( kein barse not put into the association, but 
mit ans geleit and nye kein gelt was to belong to Gutenberg. 
ugeben, do usseil ftir essen und Neither had Andres Dritulun 
trioken* so tii do usse dotent. lived in common with them, and 

had never spent any money, not 

even for the food and drink which 

they took outside [the town, t.«., 

at St. Arbogast, where Gutenberg 

Dirre gezuge hot' ouchil geseit das lived]. This witness also said that 

er wol wisse das Gutenbe^ unlange he knew very well that Gutenberg^ 

Tor WOmahtenll sinen kneht sante shortly before Christmas, had sent 

m den beden Andresen, alle for- hi^ servant to the two Andreses U^ 

> auch, Schonjflin. > Schoepflin translated : " ut 

* txindcen, S^oepflin. omnes formas peteret, quae in con- 

* hat, Sdioepflin. specu ejus disjecUB, quod nonnulla 

in illis emendanda reperiret." Meer- 
mann (Orig. typogr., II., 76) has : 
' *ut omnes formas peteret, easque in 
conspectu eius dissolutas, et com- 
plures diam formas defectu labo- 
rasse." De Laborde translates : 
"pour chercher les formes, afin qu'il 
pdt s'assuier qu'elles avaient 6x6 
series et que m&sie plusieurs 
formes lui avaient donn^ du regret." 
Dr. Van der Linde (Haarlem Lci;end, 
p. 37) translated : " om alle formen 
te halen ; deze werden voor zyn 
oogen versmolten, wat hem van 
ettelyke formen leed deed ; " i.e. m 
English: "to fetch all the forms ; 
these were melted before his eyes, 
which he regretted on account olf 
several forms." Why does Dr. Van 
der Linde use here the word melted ^ 
whereas it appears plainly enough 
from the depositions of the other 
witnesses that there is question of 
taking something to pieces? He 
explains in his Haarlem Legend, 
I P' 36 : " Zurlossen = urlassen 

means ' to melt.' " On p. 37 of his 
"Gutenberg" he maintains this 
explanation and illustrates it with 
the Dutch laten, ontlaten, which 
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fcick all lit firms, and thai Ikty 


^^^^^^^^H lofsen das er cs9 sobc, und jn joch 


Wirt taktH aitmiUr bt/arr its ryts. 


^^^^^^^^H dtliche rarmeDll niwcte. Do docIi 


wkiih ki [either witniss or Gulm- 


^^^^^^H do Andrra telige alx^iige, und 


Sirg] rtgnOlalem aaaml e/several 


^^^^^^K dirre Eciugeii wol waEte das lute 


forms. At the lime that the 


^^^^^^H eem hellenl die pressegesehen, do 


blessed Andres died and thU <rit- 


^^^^^^H Eprcche Gutenberg!! Eii soitent ooch 


ness well knew that ftepU vmtld 


^^^^^^H der pn3sen »ndeii er fobnc' das 


katie liitd in sti lAi firrss, Gutfn- 


^^^^^^^^H laaa si sche, do santcll er sincn 


berg said lluy s/umid stnd far thi 


^^^^^^^^1 kneht harin sii £ur legcn^ and witnn 


fresi, as he /tared lAat any mt 


^^^^^^^^H er mussis were soil wolte er mil ja 


skeaid su it, wiereufOH he sent tie 


^^^^H tedcn, d^ eotbot er jn. Er hat 


man iBtakeUta pieces ; »nd when 


^^^^^H ouch eeseil dns van|| ReimboK 


he had the time he would talk 


^^^^^^H Muselcn w^en und von sinen 


with him, which was what he two. 


^^^^^^B wegcn synie' gedahi wordetLlI 


posed to him. He has also said 




that on the part of Reimbell 




Mmeler nnd on his oim pan they 




bad never been Gummoned. 


^^^^H Item HeiT* Authonie Heilman 


Item Mr. AnthimU Heilmann 


^^^^^^H hat anderwerbe geseit, das det 


has also said that the longest of 


^^^^^m leneeilell zedel under d<^ zureia 


the two contracts was that men- 


^^^^^^H zedeln gewesen sjr von dem in 


tioned above which Gutenberg 




caused to be given to the two 




Andreses to consult about it ; 


^^^^^H lien sicb daruff zubedenken,']] 


and of 


^^^^^^H und von dea stidem zedels wegen 


the other contract, which wis 


^^^^^H rorhle, SchoepfUn. 


means lo thaw, lo melt (said of 


^^B -w-a^^xt- 


snow). On p. 515 he returns to the 
word and tells us : " ifr/ii-'m means 


^^^^^^H * dm. SdiDcpflin. 


t0 mill, and not (1) U late asunder. 


^^^^^H * -dsacken. Schocpaia. 


Is dislribuli a page [of t3T)el ' (wr- 


















1 have translated suthsstn by laitn 




asunder, and not b; mellei. Z.ur- 








of serlissen, which is a past part. 




of terlassen. wbicb means to lake 








may mean lo pull {if. Lexer, ktlttel- 








107a, i.v. teridsteA): and 1 may 




obterve that the first meaning ii the 




prevailing one; ef. Leo, Angeli 
blossir, col. «5»; Mot. Hcyr^i 
Helisnd. Paderboni, .866. Glossat. 








voce Ulan. &c.. &c. With resp«l 




to the words tind—TTiwett. De La- 




borde and Dr. Van der Linde seem 




10 be Hghl. 




M 
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der der erst gewesen sin sol, do|| said to have been the first, 

weis dirre gezuge nit obe er es sy witness did not know whether 

Oder nit, dann es sy jm usser|| this was the case or not, as he 

synne gangen. £r hat ouch geseit, had forgotten it. He has also 

das Andres Dritzehn^ und A^dresll said that Andres Dritzehn and 

Heilman dem obgenanten Guten- Andres Heilman had given to the 

berg ein halb' fuder wins geben said Gutenberg half a measure of 

hantii yiir das sii by Im du usse wine in return for what they had 

gessen and getrunken' hant. So eaten and drunk with him outside 

babe ouch Andresll Dritzehn* Im [the town]. Andres Dritzehn, in 

besonders geben I. omen gesottens particular, presented him with one 

wins and by hundert Regelsbiemll omen of sodden wine and nearly 

So hat er onch geseit, das er sinen a hundred flasks of beer. He ha^ 

bnider damoch gefraget habe also said that he asked his brother 

w a n n *li sii anfingent zu leren, do when they commenced to learn, to 

habe er jm geantwurt, Gutenberg which he replied that Gutenberg 

bresteil noch X. guldin von Andres still claimea lo guilders from 

Dritzehn,* an den funitzigtl guldin Andres Dritzehen of the 50 which 

so er an ruckes* geben solt he had to pay on St. Henry's day. 
han.ii 

Item Hans* Diinne der goltsmyt Item Hans Diinne, the gold- 
hat geseit, das er vor dryenll joren smith, has said that three years 
Oder doby Gutemberg by den hun- ago or thereabout he had earned 
dert guldin abe verdienet habeil from Gutenberg nearly 100 guil- 
aUeine das za dem trucken ge- ders merely for that which belonged 
horet. 11 to printing. 

Item Middiart Stocker hat ge- Item Midehart Stacker has said 

seit^ dass er wol wisse das Andreas that he knew well that Andreas 

xiijil den yj. ' gelts ver- Dritzehen had mortgaged the . . .* 

tetzet babe viir CXX. lb. und dasjl vi [lbs.] . . .^ of money for 120 lbs., 

das telbe gelt Claus xiij. sinen and that this same money had be- 

bctid worden sy, und das der{| selbe come the property of CUuis Drit- 

Clans solich gelt den von BischofiEs- uhen his brother, and that the 

beim by Rosheim geben habe|| viir same CUtus had given this money 

zij. L. gelt li];^edinge* und das er to those of Bischofsheim near Ros- 



' -ttben, Schoepflin. ' There seems to be a lacuna here 

* halp, Schoepflin. in the manuscript. 
' getrancken, Scboepi!in. 

* -sehen, Schoepflin. 

* Laborde spaces these words ; 
Schoepflin prints them in the t>rdi- 
naiy way. 

' Hanns, Schoepflin. 

^ Schoepflin prints here Ave dots, 
and omits all that follows till and 
inchiding the next geseit in this 

* The same space is left in La- 
borde's text. 

* De Laborde has liszgedinge, but 
efTooeously, I suppose. 

H 
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andres xiij. auch zu im|| gesetzet heim for 12 lbs. of money of a 

habe, Also wer es das er es ab- life-annuity' 

ginge dan er so solte Andresjl die when Andres 

selbe lipgedin^e sinn lebetoge aucfa would enjoy the same life-annuity 

nyessen, Und* das gelt das|| er in durinfi^ his lifetime. And it was 

gemeinschafib legen solte wurde agreed that the money which he 

beret zu zilen zu geben,*|| Er hat would put into the association 

auch geseit das er von Andres xiij should be paid by instalments, 

[i. e. Dritzehen] gehort habe, das He has also said that he had heard 

er|| spreche hiilff In got das das from Andres Drit%eken that he 

gemahte werk' in^ der gemein- said may God help him that the. 

schaft^ vertriben wurde, So hoflftell work made in the partnership 

ond truwete er vsz alien sinen might be sold^ in which case he 

noten zu kummen|| hoped and trusted that he would 

get out of all his needs. 

\Third entry : Querimonia of Lorentz Beildeck.] 

ICH LorentzBeildeckdageuch I, Lorentz Beildeck^ complain 

Herren der meister abe Jorg Drit- before you, Lords magistrate, on 

zehen, Als hatt er mir fiir uch mine account oijorg Drits3ien^ that he 

gnedigen Herren meister und — ^having summoned me before 

Rath* gebotten Ime ein worheit zu you, my gracious Lords magistrates 

sagen, da ich ouch by mioem ge- and council, to give him a testi- 

swomen eide geseit habe was ich mony, and I having said on my 

davon wuste, Als ist nu der ege- sworn oath what I knew of the 

nanntjor? Dritzehen damochaber matter — that yet the said Jorg 

fUr udi komen und hatt einen Dritzehen has again come before 

botten anderwerbe an mich ge- you and forwarded a messenger to 

vordert jme eine worheit zu me to give him a testimony, and 

sagen und hat damit geret ich has said that at first I have not 

haoe vor nit wor geseit. Darza spoken the truth. He has also 

hat er ouch zu mir o£fenlich ge- publicly said to me : hearest thou, 

ruffet, horestu worsager du must witness, thou shalt have to tell me 

mir wor sagen solte ich mit dir the truth even if I should have to 

uflT die leiter kommen, und hat go to the gallows with thee ; and 

mich damit frevenlich geschuldiget has therefore criminally accused 



* Und — kummen has been given ' After this first life-annuity (Germ, 
here according to De Laborde's fac- lipg€dinge\U^o'^ xo words, 01 which 
simile, not according to his printed I am unable to make out the exact 
text. meaning. 

* There is a sign in Laborde's facsi- 
mile, by the side of the line which he 
has omitted in his text, proltebly 
because he thought that the sign 
indicated that the line was to be de- 
leted : but it appears to be nothing 
but a letter inadvertently written 
by the scribe and aAerwanls struck 
through. 

» werck. Schoepflin. 

* in — gem. added in the margin. 

* Rat, Schoepflin. 
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and gezugen das ich ein meineidi- me and represented that I am a 

ger bosewicht sye, da er mir doch perjured criminal, and has, by the 

▼on den gnaden Gottes nnrecht grace of God, done me "wron^^ 

geton hatt das doch swer bose which is a bad affiur. 
sachen sint, etc. 

{Fourth entry : List of Gutenberg's witnesses against 

Jerge Dritzehen.] 

pis ist Gutenbergs Worheit This is Gutenberg s truth against 
Jerge Dritzehen. J^g^ Dritzehen, 



Item Her Anthonie Heihnan. — Item Mr. Anthottie Heilman, — 

Item Andres Heihnan. — Item Item Andres Heilman, — Item 

Claus Heihnan. — Item Mudart Clous Heilman, — Item Mudart 

Stocker.-— Item Lorentz Beldeck. Stacker, — Item Lorentz Beldeck, — 

— Item Wemher Smalriem. — Item Item Wernher SmalrUm, — Item 

Fridd von Seckingen. — Item FridelvonSukingm, — litm Ennel 

Ennd Diytzehen. — ^Item Conrat Drytuhen, — iKxsm Conrat Scupcuh, 

Saspach. — Item Hans Dimne. — — Item Hans Dunne, — Item 

Item Meister Hirtz. — Item Her Meister Hirtz, — Item Mr. Hein- 

Heinrich Olse. — Item Hans Rifie. rich Olse. — Item Hans Riffe, — 

—Item Her Johans Dritzehen. Item Mr. Johans Dritzehen, — 

\Fifth entry : List of Jerge Dritzehen's witnesses against 

Hans Gutenberg.] 

Db ist Jerge Dritzehen Worheit This is Jerge Dritzehen* s truth 
gcgen Hans Gutenberg. against Hans Gutenberg, 

Item Liitpriester zu Sant Mar- Item the parish priest at St. 

tin. — ^Item Fridd von Seckingen. Martin. — Item Fridel von Seckin^ 

— ^Item Jocop Imder. — Item Hans gen, — Item Jocop ImeUr, — Item 

Sydenneger. — Item Midhart Ho- Hans Sydenneger, — Item Midhart 

nowe. — Item Hans Schultheis der Honbwe, — Item Hans Schultheis^ 

bolzman.* — Item Ennd Dritzehen the wood-merchant. — Item Ennel 

sin husfrowe. — Item Hans Dunne Dritzehen^ his wife. — Item Hans 

dergoltsmit — Item Meister Hirtz. Dunne, the goldsmith. — Item 

^Item Heinrich Bisinger. — Item Meister Hirtz, — Item Heinrich 

Wilhelm von Schutter. — Bisinger, — Item Wilhelm von 

Item Schutter, — Item Wemher Smal- 

Wemher Smalriem. — Item Tho- riem, — Item Thoman Steinbach,^ 

man Steinbach. — Item Saspach Item ScLspach Cunrat, — Item Ijh 

Cuniat.^-Item Lorentz Guten- rentz, the servant of Gutenberg, 

bergs kneht und sin frowe. — Item and his wife. — Item Reimbolt von 

Reimbolt von Ehenheim. — Item Ehenheim, — Item Hans IX jar 

Hans IX jor von Bischofishdm. — (i.e., nine year) von Bischoffsheim, 

Item Stoszer Nese von Elhenheim. — Item Stoszer Nese von Ehen- 

— Item Berbd das clein froweL — heim, — Item Berbel, the little 



■ holtiman, Schoepflia. 
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Item Her Jeige Saltzmiitter. — woman. — Item Mr. Jerge SalU- 

Item Heinrich Sidemieger. — Item mutter, — Item Hdnrich Siden- 

ein briefif iiber X. lb gelts hant die neger. — Item. a letter about lo lbs. 

Herren rum jungen Sant Peter her of money, which the Canons of 

Andres versetzt. — Sl Peter jnn. have pawned to 

Item ein brieff Mr. Andres, — Item a letter 

iiber II. lb gelts hant die Wormser about 2 lbs. of money is in the 

ouch. — Item Hans Ross der golt- hands of the people of Wurms. — 

smit und sin finowe. — ^Item Her Item Ham Ross, the goldsmith, 

Gofise Sturm zu Sant Arbegast — and his wife. — Item Mr. Gosse 

Item Martin Verwer. Sturm, at St Arbegast. —Item 

Martin Verwer, 

[Sixth entry : Sentence of the Council.] 

WIR Cune Nope der Meister We, Cune Nope, the Master and 

und der Rat zu Strassburg thun the Council at Strassbuig, an- 

kund* alien den die disen brieff nonnce to all who will see this 

sehent oder horent lessen, dass fiir letter, or hear it read, that before 

uns kummen ist Jerge Dritzehen us has appeared Jerge Drittehen, 

unser buiger im namen sin selbs our citizen, in his own name, and 

ttnd mit vollem gewalt Clauss with full power of CAxuxZ^rt^A^ 

Dritzehen sins bniders, und vor- his brother, and laid a claim 

derte an Hans Genszfleisch* von against Hans Genszfleisch von 

Mentz genant Gutenberg, vnsem Mentz genant Gutenberg, our inha- 

hindersosz, und sprach alss hette bitant, and said : Andres Drit" 

Andres Dritzehen sin bruder selige zehen, his blessed brother, had in- 

ein erber gut von sime vatter seli- herited some goods from his blessed 

gen geerbet, und desselben sins father, which paternal inheritance 

vettenidien erbs und guts etwa vil and goods he had rather heavily 

versetzet und dams ein trefHich mortgaged, and thereby procured 

summe gelts broht, und wer also himself a good deal of money; and 

mit Hans* Gutenberg und andem he had also entered into a society 

zu einer gesellschafit und gemein- and partnership with Hans Guien- 

scha6ft kommen, und hett solch berg and others, and had put this 

eelt in dieselbe gemeinschafft zu money into this partnership to 

Hans Gutenberg geleit, und het- Gutenberg, and thaty^ a consider- 

tent gut zit Ir gewerbe mittenander able time they had made and exer- 

gemacht* und getriben des sie auch cised their trade with each other, of 

•in mychel teil zusammen broht which they had derived a eood deal 

hettent. So were auch Andres of profit. And Andres DrttuhnhsA 

Dritzehn* an vil enden do sie bli remained security in many places 

und anders das darzu gehortkau6ft when they bought lead and other 

hettent, biirge worden, das er auch things belonging to it, which [secu- 

vergolten und bezahlt' hette, Alss rities] he had redeemed and paid. 

* kunt, Schoepflin. 

' Genszefleisch. Schoepflin. 

* Hansz, Schoepflin. 

^ gcinalit, Schoepflin. 
' Drytiehcn, Schoepflin. 

* bexalt. Schoepflin. 
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nu deneibe Andres ti 
{^p3i' were, hette 
bnider Claut^s eltwie dick an 
Huuz' Gutenberg gcfordett, das 
Er tic an Irs bruder seligen Stat, 
in die gcmeinschaffL nemen salte, 
Oder abe> mit Inen libeikommen 
Dmb Milich ingekil gelt, so ec tu 
Im ID die gemeinschafCl gekit 
hette, das er aber alles die gelun 
wolre, and sicb domit befaiilffe, das 
Andrra Dryiehen solich gelt in die 
eemdnjchafl* lu Im nit geleit 
Mben solte, do er abet home und 
truwete crbetlich in enugen \ne er 
doTor gcrct betle, daxi ias also 
cfgangeik were, und dsmmb so 
' begene cr noch hiilbitage dms 
Gntenberg Id und sin bnider 
Claosi itt It erbe und in die ge- 
nciiuchait' an It^ bruder sdigen 
Hal selien, oJer aber solich inge- 
leit gelt, vtiD Irs btudets seli^n 
w^cn wider hanis geben wolte, 
AUs InendasTonerbesnndrechtes 
wegcn billig Eugehbne ; Oder aber 
ictle waiumb er das nit lun solte. 
Digegco EQtwuit Hanns Guten- 
berg, dass Ime solich vordeninge 
Ton Jerge Drj^tehen unbillig 
Dcme, Sit er docb durch etiich 
gocbriflC und ledel so er imd sin 
bmder hitider Andres Drytcehen* 
Irem bnider noch tode fiinden 
hiile wol undcrwissen were, wie 
er und tin bnider sich mitten- 
ander Ternniget* bettent, Dann 
Andres Drytiehen* hette sich 
Tor rttlichen Jabren* tu Ini 

I;erilge( und understanden eti- 
ich kiiiMt von Im lU leren 
Bad ID begriffcn, Desi hctl er In 
nu Ton tiner bill wegen gcletet, 
Slein bollieren das er auch lu 
den lilen wot genossen hctle, 
Donoch uber gat zit, hette er mil 



' abegangen. Scboepflin. 
' Haaim. Schoepflio. 
' -ichaffl. Sehoepflin. 
< Dryiehco. Schoepfiin. 

' vereytiigel, Sehoepflin. 
• Jaren. Sehoepflin. 
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', when the said Andns had 
died, be and bit brother Ctaus bad 
often demanded of Hiins: Cutm- 
iergihal he would take them Into 
the partnership in the place of 
their blessed brother, or to make 
an agreement with them regarding 
the money which he had brought 
into the partnership ; which be 
[GuUHitrf] declined to do, and 
excused nim>elf by saying that 
AndresDryzthen had never brought 
such money to him in the parmeT' 
ship 1 as he, however, hoped and 
trusted lo show honestly that the 
mutter bad passed, as he had said 
before, and on that account be 
slill desired that Gtiienierg should 
put him and his brother Ciatas 
into their inheritance and into the 

Cirtnership in the place of their 
lessed brolher, ot to pay back 
[he money which their blessed 
brother had contributed, because 
it reasonably belonged lo them as 
an inheritance and by right ; or to 
say why he would not do this. 

Against this Cwfenii'rf answered, 
that h« considered such a demand 
on Ihe part of Jirgi Drylscktn 
unreasoaable, becanse he could 
know, through rnany writings and 
contiBcts, which he and tiis brolher 
must have found alter the death 
of their hto(ha Andrei Drytuhm, 
how he {Giilntbrrg] and bit brolher 
[Andris DrilsihtH] had associated 
with each other : namely, Aiulm 
Dtytsektn had come lo him somi 
ytari a£0 ■ariih tii Hndtrstanding 
to learn and comprehend some arts 
from him; for which reason ^4<ii/ 
taught Aim, in cemeqiicHce ef Aii 
repia/, ta/vlisA /limei, of which he 
had enjoyed [some] good [profits] 
ai Ihe lime. Yet, after a coniider- 
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uff der Ocliei heiltunisfithrt' m 
gebruchen und sich des vereinigt* 
doss Gutenberg ein iweitcil und 
Hans Rifle ein dirleil daran haben 
solte, Dcss were nu Andres Drit- 
lehen' gewur worden, und hette 
In gcbcten loen solich kuiui auch 
lu leren und zu underwisen, und 
sich erbotten dess*noch sim willen 
nmb In zu verachulden. In dem 
belle Her Anthonk Heilmann 
Inen deuglkhen von Andres Heil- 
■nanna sias bnidets wegen auch 
gebctlen, do hette er nu It beden 
bitt a.ngeseheQ und Inen ver- 
gprochen Sie des m leren und zu 
nnderwissen.und ouch von aolicber 
kunct und nfentur das haJbe zu 
lieben und werdcn zu Is&sen, alio 
da&s sie xween ein teil Hans KifT 
dea uidren teil und er den hnJben 
teil baben tolte, Daruinb so sollenl 
dicselbeti iweoe Im Gulcnbei^r 
hunJert und 1x. gulden geben in 
sinen seckel von der kunst zu leren 
und £u underwiscD, Do Im auch 
ufl die zit vom jr jeglichcm Ixxx. 
^dcn norden were, AU hettent 
tie alle vor Inen doss die heiltnm&- 
fart uss* dis Jar solte sin, und sich 
daiulTgerustent und bereit mil Ir 
kimsl, Alsi nu die heiltumbbit 
sich eins Jares lenger veizogen 
hette, hcltent sie fiirhas aji Id 
begert und ccbetlen Sie alle sin 
kiin^te und luenlur so er fui't)aKier 
Oder io ander wsge met erkundc 
Oder wusle, auch zu leren und des 
nichl viir Inen zu verhelen. Also 
ilberbateni sie Ine dasa sie des eins 
vrurdent und wurde nemlich beret 
dasi Sie Im zu dem ersi«n geli 
geben soltent II^°. gulden, das 
were tusamaten 4(0. gulden, und 
soUcnt Im auch dea hundcrt gul- 



able lime, he and HaimiSifftn, Pro- 
vost of Lich tenow, came to an under- 
standing atiMl an art ■whUk tooj tt 
it used en the eccasian of ike Oiktr 
pilgriaiagt (to Aix-la-Chapellc], 
and Ihej had united on the condi- 
tion that Gutaiitrg ahoDtd h«»« 
two [lans, and Ham Rife a third 
pert in this nndenaking. Now, 
Andri! DHluAtH had become 
aware of this, and requested him to 
teach and show him also this art, 
promising him to pay for it what- 
ever he should desire. Meantime 
Mr. AnIkfHit Heilmann requested 
him also on the part of bis brother, 
Aiiilrt! Heilmann, and he bad con- 
sidered the request of both, and 
promised them 10 teach and in- 
struct them in it, and also to give 
and transfer to tbem the half of 
suck art and vndettakittg, ' so thit 
they two would gel one part, Ham 
Ri^ the other part, and be ( GiUeit- 
hirg\ the half. Un that account 
the two would have to pay to 
GaSatbcr^ 160 guilders into bit 
purse, for his teaching and instruct- 
ing them in the ait. He IukI 
received, indeed, at that time. So 
guilders from each of them, u 
they imagined that the pilgriimigc 
would tMic place that year, and 
Ihey had frtfand thimsifvcs nith 
lAtir art. But when the pilgrimage 
was put off for one year, they 
furtlier desired from him and re- 
quested Co Uaih Ihem all hit' artsand 
undirlaJciHg* mbicA In migiit fur- 
ihtr, gr in ansthtr v/ay Uam, or 
kittiB at prtscnl, and la canaal 
nothing friim than. Tbos ihey 
persuaded bim and came to aa 
understanding, and it was agreed 
that in addition to the lirst sua 
tbc^ should give him ajo guildert, 
which would moke together 41O 
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den geben als bar, dess Im auch guilders. Of this he \Guienberg\ 

off die zit 50. gulden von Andres was to receive 100 guilders in ready 

Heilmann und 40 fl. von Andres money ; and he did receive 50 

Dryzehen worden werent, und guilders from Andres Heilmann^ 

stundent Im von Andres Dryzehen and 40 guilders from Andres Dry^ 

des noch 10. fl. uss. Darzu soltent uhen^ so that Andres Dryzehen 

diezwenelrjeglicherlmdie75. fl. had still to pay him 10 guilders. 

Sben zu dryen zilen noch dem Besides this the two should each 

nn dieselbe zil deszmols beret pay him 75 guilders in three 

worden werent, Do ober Andres instalments, as had been pre- 

Dritzehen* in solichen zilen von viously agreed upon. But as 

tode abegangen were und Ime Andres Dritzehen had died within 

solich gelt von sinet w^;en noch these terms, and the money was 

nsstiinae, so were auch uff die zit still due from him, it was decided 

nemlich beret, dass solich Ir affen- that their adventure with the art^ 

ture mit der kunst solt weren funff should last for five whole years, 

gantze Tar, und wer es dass ir einer and in case one of the four died 

under den vieren in den funff jaren within the five years, then ail thiir 

▼on tode abeginge, so solte alle art^ tools, and work made already 

konst, geschirre und gemaht werck should remain with the others , and 

by den andem bliben, und soltent after the expiration of five years 

dies abegangenen erben dafiir noch the heirs of deceased should receive 

ossgang der fUnff jor werden hun- 100 guilders. This and other 

dert gtuden. Das und anders auch things were written down at the 

•lies sa der zit verzeichent und time, and after the [death of]' 

hinder Andres Dryzehen kommen Andres Dryzehen they had agreed 

sy dariiber einen versiegelten* briefi' to prepare a sealed letter about the 

za setzen und zu machen, alss das matter as is clearly shown by the 

die zeicheniss Inter uswisset, und act* and henceforth Hans Gutenberg 

habe auch Hans' Gutenberg sie had taught and instructed them in 

sithar und daruff solich afentur und such undertaking and art, ^ which 

kunst gelert und underwisen, dess had been ackncwledged by Andres 

sich auch Andres Dryzehen an sine Dryzehen on his death - bed. 

todtbett^ bekannt^ hette, Darumb Therefore, and because the con- 

and wile di zedd so dariiber be- tracts which concern it, and were 

griffen ond hinder Andres Dry- found with Andres Dryzehen, 

zdien funden werent, das luter clearly declare and contain it, and 

besagen und innhalten, und er das he [Gutenberg] hoped to prove 

auch mit guter kuntschaft* hofite* with good witnesses, he desired 



1 

s 



Dryzehen, Schoepflin. 1 Schoepflin translates : pro exer- 

versigelten, Schoepflin. cenda arte mirabili. 

Hanss, Schoepflin. * The sense is not quite clear 

tot bett bekant, Sbhoepflin. here : hinder means after ; there- 

kuntscbafit hofte, Schoepflin. fore, perhaps to be supplied the 

death of. There is further in the 
original : Andres Dryzehen kommen 
sy dariiber dnen versiegelten, &c., 
where we might have expected the 
word ein after dariiber. 
' or signature ? 

* Schoepflin translates : hanc secre- 
tarn 6* mirabiUm ariem. 
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byzobriogen, so begerte cr daw 
Jorge tSyithen und sin bnider 
Clauss Im die S5. gulden so Im 
von In bruder seligen wn^n nocb 
also usssliindeD, an den loa gul- 
den abeschlaherl, so wolle er Inen 
die iibrigcD' 1 5 gulden noch geben, 
wiewol a des noch elUche jahr 
lit' helte, and Inen daramb tun 
noch wisunge salicher zedcl iLtvon 
bi^flen, Undalssjei^ Dtyieben 
Tvlrbas gemeldet hette wie Andres 
Dryiehen sin bnider gdige etwie 
Til sins vatters eibe und guts ge- 
hebt, Tecsetiet oder verkaiilt halie^ 
das gange Ine nichl an, und Im sy 
von Im nil me worden, dann ei 
vnr enill habe, ussgesat ein halben 
□men gesotlcn wins, ein korp mit 
bieren und er und Andres Heii- 
mann luben Im ein halb fuder 
wins gcschencket, do sic iwene 
east* me by Im venert hetlenl, 
danimb Im aber niilzil worden 
were, Datiu als Ir* Tordert Inen in 
lin ecbe lu xtita, do wisse et 
deheira* erbe noch gut do er Ine 
insetzen solle odcr dovon er Im iht 
in thun ^, So sy aucb Andres 
Dryiehen nirgent' sin biirgc wor- 
den, weder mr bli oder anders, 
ohnc' ein mol gegen Fridel von 
Seckingcn, von dem hube ei Ine 
noch ume tode wider gel idiget und 
geloset, und begert darumb sin 
Kundschaft* und worheit :u ver- 



Alss nachdem* Wir Meisler und 
Rai ohgenannt fordcrunee und 
intwurt, rede und widerrede, auch 
kuntschaSt uad worheit so sic 
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85 guilders, which he had still to 
claim from iheir blessed brother, 
from the too guilders, wherenpon 
he should give them the remainiog 
15 guilders, though he bad still 
some years' time to do Ihii in, 
according to the rtnlents of ttie 
act. And aa to Jirgt DrystAen 
having further said how Aiuirtt 
Drynhen, his blessed btotber. had 
raised much upon his Talher's 
inheritagE and property, 
mortgaged or sold it, this did 
concern him \Giitinlitrg[, 
had never received more from 
than he had related Ijcfore, 
half an omen of sodden wine, _ 
basket with beer, and he \Drittt- 
ktH\ and Andret HeUmann had 
presented him with half a measure 
of wine, though the two had 
almost more consumed with him, 
and for which he bad obuined 
nothing. Moreover, when be 
demands to put him into his inheri- 
tance, he did not know of anj 
inheritance or property " 
he could put him, or with whi 
he hod anything to do. No 
Andres DryukcH beconu 
security anywhere, iitktr fit 
or far anything till, except ooce 
with Fridil iwn Saiiitgai, fma 
whom he had redeemed and 
relieved him after his death, and 
on that account requests to bring 
forward his witnesses and truth. 

We Master and Council having 
heard the aforesaid demand, and 
the discus! 



or hwl 

elc^B^H 

nne, c'^^H 






against, also the witnesses andj 



' flberigen, Schocpflin. 

* III, SchoepHin. 

■ fast. Scho«iflm. 

* er. Schocpflin. 

' dehein. Schoepflin. 

* niergenl, Schoepflin. 
' one, Schoepflin. 

* kuntschaffl. Scboniflin. 

* nochdem, Schocpflin. 
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bedtr lile riirgewant habenl und 
besunder den icdc! wie die bere- 
dung vor Uns geichera, verhur- 
tml. do komment Wir mil recbt 
uftcil Uberein und spmchenl es 
■nch in techt : wile ein ledd da 
iM der da wiset in welcher miuie 
£e berodunge ruguigen und ge- 
sctidien lin soil. Sy dann dass 
Humi Riff, Andm Heilmaan und 
Hamis Gulcnbcrg schwcrcnt einen 
di widea Heiligen, dass die sacbe 
OKUigPn sient, dsi das dec obge- 
ntdt icdel wiset, und das deiselbe 
tcdd daraf b^nSen wun dass 
ein bcsij^ltcT brictf daniss gemaht 
sin soli ob Andres DiTuhcD b]r 
Binon Irben bliben were, Und doss 
Hands' Gulenbcrg domit swerc^ 
dan Ira die 8s. gulden von Andres 
Dritu^eD ooch unt>ezaht(*iistont, 
so lolten Im dieselben 85. gulden 
an den abgemellen' 100. gulden 
obegon,' und sill die iibriee 15 
nlden gemelten Jiii^ und Clauss 
DrjxeheD horus gebow und salient 
die 100 gulden domit beialt sin 
tuxb ionbalt der obgcmelten zedel, 
Und toll Gutenberg filibas von 
dess wercks und gemeinscbain 
wtigtoi rait Andres DryiEhcn all 
niitnl <u tun DDch ta schaflen 
haben. Solichen eit Hans Riff, 
Andres Heilman und Hanns 
0*Mibeis v' Uns also gelon 
h«bm, tumnonuQen dasa Hanns^ 
Riff gcMil bat das er by der bere- 
dune am ersten nit genesen^ sy, so 
bald er aber lu In kommen urn] 
sielmdie beredangseiten.daliesE 
er das aacb daby bliben, daniff 
^ebtelen Wir diese verhrisiung 
ED balCen. Datum n^. l.ucje et 
Ditlk Anno xxxtx. 



trutb, which both parties have 

brought (orwnrd, and having 
especially seen the contract and 
the convention, we have agreed 
with a correct judgment, and 
proruiunce it also as right : wlulc 
there elicits an act which shows in 
what form the convention has 
come about and has taken place. 
I^el, therefore, HannsRig', Andrts 
Hctlmann, and Haiuu Gulnirrg 
swear an oath by the Saints, that 
the matters have taken place as 
the aforcMiid act indicates, and 
thai Ihis same act had cfrnlajoed a 
provision that a sealed letter 
should have been made of it if 
Amtra Dryti/iai had remained 
a]ive ; and that Honm Gulmih-t 
also take an oath that be has stiil 
to claim 85 guilders &oro Amira 
Drilttitn i to that these 85 euildcis 
may be deducted from the above- 
mentioned 100 guilders, and he 
shall pay the remaining 15 guildera 
to the said Jtr^ and Ciaut Dty 
vAiH, wherewith the 100 guilden 
shall have been paid in conformity 
with the contents of the said act ; 
and Ctilaiitrg shall henceforth 
have nothing to do or lo arrange 
with Aadrii DrytcAai, on accoluit 
of the work and the partnership. 
This oath having been taken before 
Us by l/an! Riff, Andrts NcUman, 
and Manns Gflmirrg, excoii that 
Harms Siff has said that he had 
cot been present at the lirst con- 
vention ; but as soon as he came 
to them and they showed him the 
convention, be altered nothing, 
wherefore we command lo main- 
tain this convention. Datum vigil. 
Lucie et Otille Anno xxxix |i3 
Dec. 1439). 



■ dataff, Schoepflin. 

• H^nu, Sclioepflin. 

• unbczBli, Scboepflin. 
' obg-. Scboepfim. 

• kbe^ni. SchoepSin. 

• Hans, Sehoepllio. 

• gewDsen, Sctioepnin. 
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S (VI). An act, with dates {sccundo ydus Jan. ; quarto 
ydus Febr. ; xii kalend. Marcii ; vJiikal. April, ie.) Jan. ti, 
Feb. 10, Feb. i8, and March 35, i44i,m which the Knight 
Luthold von Ramstein, and Johannes dUtus Gensefleiich 
alias nuntupatus Gutenberg de Maguntia (later on Johannes 
Gutenberg), both living at Strassburg, remain surety before 
the judge of the Strassburg cury, for 100 guilders (about 
400 fr.), which a certain Joh. Karle, anniger, had borrowi 
from the St Thomas Chapter at 5"/^ 

This act and document 10 were, according to Schi 
(Vindidas, p. 11), discovered by Prof Jo. Geo. Schen, 
the Archives of the Church of St. Thomas, at Strassburg'' 
in 1717, who communicated extracts from them to some 
friends, who in their turn communicated them to Schellhom, 
whomentions them,_^r//«yr«//(rair,in 1720, in his "Amoeni- 
latum Literar." torn. iv. p. 304. Schellhom did not publish 
them, but only quotes from them the words " Joannes diclus 
Gensfleisch, alias nuncupatus Gutenberg de Maguncia Ar- 
gentina; commorans," for the purpose of showing that Guten- 
berg and Gensfleisch were one and the sarot He says, 
however, that both documents were communicated 10 him 
by "Generosissimus Doroinus Marcus Antonius de Krafil, 
Reip, Ulmeusts, Senator, & . . . . Patronus meus deraisse 
colendus," who copied them at Strassburg while on a tour. 
Schellhom's quotation was evidently copied, in 1727, by 
Joannis in his ScriptL Hist. Mogunt. tomus novus, p. 456, 
The documents (8 and 10) were published in exiensa in 
1760, by Schoepflin, in his Vindicife (8 as Num. V., ex 
libro saiico ecclesiae Thomanae A^^entoratensls, N". B., 
fol. 293 a ; 10 as Num. VI., ex libro saiico eccl. D. Thom. 
Argent, N", B., fol, 302 b.) Cf Schaab. Erfind. dcr Buch- 
dmckerkunst, i. 37, 18, 31, where we read that 

"in 1836, tbe SlnuEbuig: Librarian Schwelgtuiiiser found the dccu> 
ments in the place mentioned. Volume II ii o large folio, for ibc 
most purl wtillen on p^t. It coDUins contemporary copies of 
documnii^ uid a tabic of contents, written on parchment, is tmund at 
Ihe beginnine of the volume." Schaabndds: " The four impoitanl 
documents (Nos. 4, 7, 8, 10) aie preserved at Strassburg, and it Would 
be audAciuus 10 enlertain lhc slightest doubt ss lo their g 



Cf. C. Schmid (Nouv. details sur la vie de Gutenberg) 
who says that the original 0/ doc. 8 does no longer exist, 
but that the entry found in Reg- B, foL 293' is a ami. 

9 [a.d. 1441]. A piece of oak, of wluch Dr. V 
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Linde (p. 87) tells us that " it is 3 ft. in length and provided 
with a screw-hole ; that it was discovered in Gutenberg's first 
printing-house at Menlz, im Hofe sum Jungen, on the 22nd 
of March, 1856, in the afternoon at five o'clock, at the 
digging of a cellar 24 ft. under the ground. This piece of 
wood had done service as a press, and bore the inscription 
J. MCDXLI.G." (a ridiculous inscription according to Dr. 
Van der Linde, p. 517). He adds ; — 

" It wo* found omoDi; a beap of smaller and larger pieces of wood 
of tbe uune kind, so tt^t with these Cragmenls a whole press inij,lit 
have been constnicled ; not n single piece of iron or olher metal was 
feuad near them, but close by to the right were found eight baked, 
lonnd, perfomled (tones (as thej are sametimei found in Roman 
tombs), four Roman coitis of copper of Aug., Trajnn, Mure. Autcl., 
and two fisgmenls of Roman vases of terra -sigillala. A couple of 
Uk\ further on the right, Roman stoves were discovered in their original 
situation (Dr. Van der Linde places here an ?), &c ic." 

Dr. Van der Linde says that he himself has been on the 
spot and has seen these interesting objects, and remarks 
that it is obvious to the most superficial that in this falsifi- 
cation ignorance and impudence vie with each other for 
master)-, and he refers us to "a contemptible apology of 
K. Klein, Professeur au College Grand-Ducal de Mayence, 
&c &c.," entitled, Sur Gutenbeig et le fragment de sa 
pesse, trouv^ dans la maison oti il 3 ^tabli sa premiere 
imprimerie, Mayence, 1856, 8va 

In Notes and Queries, Sec Series, vol. xi. p 23, an 
article on the above interesting discovery, by the well-known 
Mr. Francis Fry, may be foimd. He saw the objects in 
i860. There were then, beside the principal block {which he 
calls " ptecioiis relic"), and preserved in a glass case, some 
olher pieces of wood, supposed to have been parts of the 
press, a few stone mulls, used no doubt for grinding the 
ink, and four coins, one of each of the reigns of Augustus, 
Trajan, and Marcus Aurelius, one illegible. [The Roman 
portion of the find reveals Gutenberg to us as a numismatist 
and a general antiquary; but why does Mr. Fry not men- 
tion the stoves ?] 

Mr. Fry goes on to say ; 

" GatenberE, on his reiuni from Strafsborg aboot the year 1445, 
•cttled Id portion of the bouse of his paleinalancle, John Geinsfleish, 
the Hotel do Jungen, where he erected his prets ; and from the date 
on the beam it must have been used in Stranburg, where Gatenberg 
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rtstdcd is 144F, in tbe producCioD of printi from wood-blocks, whidh 
he !* IcnovD to Ii4ve executed in Ihnt town. The loealiiy 10 which 
Ibe discover? was made confirms the opinion genenUlf bcld that be 
woriced tn secret &c. &c" 

Ally one desirous of reading an enthusiastic and romandc 
□otice of this discovery nuy consult Madden, " Lettres d'tiD 
Bibliographe," 56 Sfirie; Cf. also Bernard, Originc dc 
I'Impr. i. 157. 

10 (VH). An act, dated (jcv kal. Dec, ie.) Nov. 17, 
144a, whereby _/cA(in*w didus Gensefieiuhe alias GnltmlttTg 
dt Afagvnda, and Martin Brechter, a citizen of Strassburg, 
obtain a loan of 80 guilders from the Chapter of Sl Thomas 
Church at Strassburg, for which they pledge their salvation 
(setigkeit), and Gutenberg's inheritance from Johannes 
Richter, otherwise Leheymer, the secular judge of the town 
of Menti, his great-grandfather. Gutenberg's seal, sliU 
intact, is attached to this document, as well as those of the 
episcopal cotirt, and of Martin Brechter. (Cf. Le Biblio- 
graphe .\Isaicien, 1S69, p. 203, and Lempertz' Bildedieflen, 
165S, tab. l). This dooiment, which formerly belonged 
to the Archives of St Thomas, is at present deposited in 
(he Library of the Protestant Seminary, at Strassbtug, 
Cf. No. 8 (VI). Cf. Schaab, Erfind. der Buchdrucker-_ 
kunat, L 18 ; and see above, doc. ( 

The following particulars deserve to be translated fi 
C- Schmid. Nouv. di5tails sur la vie de Gutenberg : — 

"Martin Brechter otTers himself ai codebior, and on the 17th Nov., 
1441, JcAnnn colled GenKfleische . . . and he present thenuelva 
before ihe episcopal judge. For the Chapter appetr the Cutoos Nic. 
Ucnwja aod Coarad Hitter to treat with GuleDberg, who sells id the 
Chapter a rent of 4livres (^^16 t.), payable each yeu- on St Mardu'i 
day, on a revenue of 10 florins on the town of MentK, which he had 
inherited from his uncle, Johann Richler, called l-eheTiDer, secular 
jndge in his native town. This aUeia effected for Solivres(=3aofr.l, 
irtiidi tke two MnoBt handed to the buyers, and which money wu 
eatiretf fur the use of Gutenberg. The latter gives mortgage to the 
Chapter on the said n ~ 

was publiihed from a copy in the roisters of St. Thomas (Reg. B. 
fol. 301^), but nine yean ago <ScbmiiT writes in 1841) the Libnrian 
Jung discovered the original document among the andent papen 
preserved in the magazines of the Grandes-Boudierics (Cf. Le BibUo- 
graphe Alsacien, 1S69, p. 304). Martin Brechter belonged toa family 
which was afterwanJs ennobled ; Cf. Schrepflin, Alsalia ilL, ii. 639." 

In perusing the old books of the Chapter of St Thomu 
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" iJut Calenbeig pnd his iateresl till 1458, eren ider hii return Awn 
SUaBbnrg lo Menu in 1444. Tbe accounts of the y eais L443, [444, 
•47. '48. '49, '51, '51, "54, '5^ "'E wantine. In the quires of 1445, 
'46, '50. 'sj, '57, it is ewh time said : 

hem Jotian Giitenbei^ d' (dat) iiij lib. 
01 Item Johsn Giillaibag und Maitin Brccbler d* iiij lib. As do 
ohKTratioQ U made in the registers, it is to be iLSiumcd that Ibe 
inlerest was paid also in those yeats of which the n^isters are wanting. 
Gntcnbers tlierefore paid his debts eren after 1448, when his cousin 
mad inem Arnold GeUbus of Menti had bonowel lU florins lo aaist 
iam, md even after 1455 when Furt dcpri»cd him of his presses. Bui 
aftei 1455 Dr. Humery began 10 advance bim money and after St. 
tUrtio 1 day of 1458 Gutenberg began lo forget (nai/ia) what he owed 
to lt« Chapter and the 4 livres interest were no longer paid. In the 
contmcl it was stipulated thai after a certain time had elapsed 
before any roil hid beeK paid, the Chapter would have the lighl to 
leiM tbe goods of GutEiiberg and his surely. The Chapter aUowed 
two yam to elapse before using their rights ; and only in Ibe spring 
of 1461 they decided lo take action against Gulenberc snd Brecbter. 
Tbe CluqXer brought their complaint before the Imperial Chamber at 
Rotlweil in Suavia, and on tbe 10th of April 1461 wnite to the Count 

Jean de Snlti, ihe president of this chamber the letter," which will be 
mud below as document No. iS. Cf. Bernard, Oitgine de I'lmpri- 
Kteiie, i. 149. 

It {VJII). Some ilems in the Strassburg HelbeUngzoll- 
bucb (a nghiei of the iullersoU, i.€. a tax of a heller or 
penny), in the first of which it is saitl that Hans Gutemberg 
paid a tat in July, 1439, but reniained in debt for it shil- 
lings, which he paid on the 24th of June, 1440. He pays 
again on the 21&. of Sept., 1443; and again March la, 
1444- 

In this same register appeared the entry in which it is 
said that " Ennel Giidenbergen dlesen ZoU zahlt babe" 
(cf Schaab, Erfind. der Buchdruckerkunst, i. 44), of which 
entry we have seen Dr. Van der Linde speak under docu- 
ment 6 as being ajargery. The several items were published 
(or the first lime in 1760, by J. D. Schoepflin, Vindiciac 
typogr., documenta, N", VII, p. 40. 

[It will not be superfluous to remark that afcer this last item 
of 1444 QO further traoe of Gutenberg is said to be found at 
Strassbuig, and he is considered to have been dissatisfied 
with his results in that town and to have quitted it as 
soon »s possible to try his fortune in his native town. Some 
authors quote, in support of their opinion that he emigrated 
ia 1443, a document of the same year by which Johan 
GeosSeisch hired, at Mentz, the house turn JnitgeH, which 
Gutcttbcrg occupied afterwards (see above, p. 1 6). But this 
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Johan Geiisfleisch is called the oUe and is Gutenberg's oncle 
(Cf. Kohler, Ehnnrettung, p. 67, 81; Schaab, ErfiHd. der 
Buchdrwiktrk., ii. zjo ; Bernard, Origine de V ImprimtrU, i. 

IS (IX). A letter relating a transaction which had taken 
place (Inne deme Jare . . . Dusent ^jerhundert vyertzygk 
und Echte Jare vffsantGallen tag des heyligen Coafessors, 
i,e, in the year 1448 on the day of St. Gall, the holy Con- 
fessor, Le.) the i5th Oct., 1448, and published (Anno preno- 
tatoferia quinta proxima post diem beati galli confessoris.Le.) 
the 17th Oct. 1448, by which Amoll Gellhuss gives security 
to Reinhart Bromser and Johann Rodenstein for a loan of 
150 guildere, contracted by him in behalf odienn (ffencAin) 
gemscfleisck, called gudenbergk, who now resided at Mentt. 

This letter we only know from a later document of the 
secular court of Mentz, dated (mitwuchen nehist nach sant 
Bemharts tagk des heyligen abbtes, i.e.) 13rd Aug., 1503, in 
which the letter is repeated and authenticated in behalf of 
Dhiel Hepp von breylhart, a tailor and citizen of Meoti, 
and Elsse, the widow of the blessed Clese fresenheimer. 

This latter document is preserved in the town library at 
Mentz, and Bodmaon (who forged at least three documents 
in behalf of Gutenberg's biography) has written on it, " Ad 
Historiam Typographiie inventiK." 

Schaab, after he had come into the possession of Bod- 
mann's papers, published it for the first tiitte in 1830 
(Gesch. der Erfind. der Buchdr. iL 253) and calls it 
" the most interesting document of his collection, because 
{cf his voL i. p. 165) it fills up the epoch 1445-1450, 
which had hitherto remained the darltest of Gutenberg's 
existence, and the document shows us that during this time 
Gutenbei^ was in Mentz, had no property and no credit, 
and was supported by his rich relatives by means of borrowed 
money"^ — cf. further his vol. i. 461 sqq. 

In this leKer Gutenberg is spoken of as Henn gemstfidsch 
den man nennet gudetiliergk, and Htnchin goisieflmche. We 
find also mentioned Hans von Sorchenlinhe genanle gtmu- 
fieisehe — hanss fon Sorgenloche gnante gmsseflmeh, a distant 
relation of John Gutenberg. Schaab (l 3a) says of It : "The 
vidimused document laybefore the eyes of the tribunal They 
examined the writing, seals, &c,, and described it correctly. 
The precious document is written on a large sheet of paich- 
ment, with Latin characters. The five seals which bed 
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been attached to it have, indeed, come off, but the slits at 
the bottom of the parchment still prove this number. In 
one of the comers is written, in a n^wer hand : das Haus 
Zum alien Rath belangend. 1st ulbiger Zinsz von Meister 
Jorge Hojsattler im/ahr 1666 abgelegi warden" 

13. " A notarial document, dated 3rd July, 1453, in which 
JohannGudenberg is mentioned as a witness, and in which 
Hans Schumacher von Sclgenstadi, brother and servant of 
the convent of St Clara, gives and bequeathes to this con- 
vent all his possessions, outstandmg debts, &;c From the 
original, or copy." 

The above note was found among the papers of the well- 
known fiodmann, but Schaab tells us (ii. 367) that he has 
in vain looked for the notarial document or the copy. 

14 (X). The Notarial Instrument of the Law-suit of 
Jokaiut Fust against Johann (Johan) Gullenberg ( Guten- 
berg; Guttenbergli) alleged to have been decided on the 
6th Nov., r45s (cf Schaab, Erfind. der Bucbdnickerkunsl^ 1 
47, 58 ^c; &C.)-* 

" I think it necessary to state that the history of this docntnent 
Wat wtilten and in type before I had an opportunity of making 
Rseorcfaes for the origioal in Geiman)'. 1 found it needful in nuke 
these researches, because every author od the invention of printing 
tpeaks of an ariginaS or atUagraphum, yet irhen I compared what ihey 
■aid with the drcunutaoccs under which they published their text, 
there was in some cases a certainly, in other cases a strong suspicion, 
that they had printed from a transcript which emanated, in the seren- 
letDlh century, from Joh. Friedr. Faust von Aschaflenlinig, the very 
man who wrote a long di^ourae (o demonstrate that Jolian Fust was 
the inventor of printing, and his ancestor. It is (rue, Joh. David 
Kohler staled plainly eoongh, in 1741, that he printed the document 
"Ennii an orieinal on vellum in forma patente," but in bia preface 
he declared that he had obtained ail his documents from Johon 
Emsl von Clauburg. As it will be seen from the letter's own words 
(on pp. 74, 75, 93) that he, on two occasions, contented himself with 
UansenTMOg il^ document from the foiM/tWJi.^KAi^TriH^ transcript, 
■nd never even speaks of an ori^nal, it was to my mind out of the 
question that lu could have supplied Kdhler with an aulliintie copy, 
while he himseif preferred to deal with a traHscriN. 

I have biled to find the ori^nal used by Kohler, but 1 saw, in the 
DuDUladt Archives (Oct. 9, iSSo) a letter written by him in 1728 to 
thii very Job. Ernst von Glauburg infomiing him that be had obtained 
tit erigiitai from a relation ( VaUr) of von Glaubarg's. Who this reU- 
"' n was or where his literary property is now preserved, 1 have been 

~*^' : to Btcertun, bnt Kohlers letter must set at rest, at least for the 
r _.t, all doulrts US to the source o( his text. 

The eitemal history of the document does not seem ever to have 
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The contents of the document are well known. It is 
sometimes called the Helmasperger document, because in 
it the Mentz Notary Uiricus Helmasperger testifies to have 
drawn it tip for and on behalf of Jolian Fust, and it bears 
his name and notarial mark. 

Allusion 19 made in ikis document to another one 
wbic^ has not come down to us — namely, the contract 
{ctettel, mod. Germ. Zettel, see line 43 of the 
sirument) made between Gutenberg and Fust, at 
commencement of their association (see Schaabi. 169. ) 

This association is calculated to have commenced in 
second half of the year 1450, because, in the Instrument,'' 
Fust reckons the interest of the first advanced 800 guiidere 
to amount to 150, which is exactly tlie amount {at 6 per 
cent) for five years and two-and-alialf months, and pointa 
to the a6th Aug., 1450, as the day on which the 800 
guilders must have been advanced. After two years tliis 
money appears to have been sjient, and about the 6th of 
December, 1451. Fust advanced another Soo guilders. 

At the time the first loan was advanced, Gutenberg 
seems to have had no printing tools, but was to make 
them with Fust's money, and to pledge them to Fust for 
the money advanced (Dass ym Guttenberg — Johann Fust 
Soo Gulden verlacht solt hain, mit solchem Gelde er sin 
gezuge zurichten und machen solie — und solche gezuge 
des genanten Johann — Fust — pfiant sin solten). Schaab 
(Erfind. der BuchdnickerL i. 174), from whom these 
particulars are copied, adds : — 

"As there is question of a new manu&ctnre of printing tooli, it 
followB Ihat Galenberg did net bring roty iirilk him lo Mint: jrvm 
SfmiiAurj, and ilid not procure them eren at Meoli, until the centr»M 
had been concluded. Fust acknowledged thftt it was 
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had M17 attisction (or writers on the origin of printing. It is not 
given anywhere, and German nulhori who ooglit to know publisK par- 
ticulan regarding Ihii eilemal history and the whereaboiita of Ifaa 
document which are most perplexing to rorelgnen, as I hare fenml 
to my cost. For these reasons 1 publish the result of 017 reading and 
research unaltered, however confiised it may appear, in the hope dat Ibe 
CKtraonUiiaiy emit to which I allode will be removed and the attsitian 
of Libraiiajis and AiidnTisls may be directed to the matter, and a wiiil 
for the original or originals made williont delay. The lesnltaof myi^ 
searches at HambniE, Ftankfiiit on the Main, HochstontheNiddeetin 
Baron CsrI von Giinderrode's library), and Darmstadt, oi lar ai they bear 
on Uii) sobject, have been stated in notes or in piragn;^ preceded by II. 
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GttlenbcTK't invention nnd ooly adTsnccd the money Tor the making of 
Uw tools. . . . Gutcnbeic piesumablv commenced with [he tools wfucb 
•VK have partly seen in uie bouse or Andreas Dritzehn at StrsxsbuTg, 
BUnely a press, cut chatBCters, fonns for putting them together, jmd 
wooden blocks," * 

O'l P- 313 Scbaab argues that — 

*' Peter SchoITer most have married Fust's daughter before 1455, and 
I we ID this close relation between Fust and Schbfler the cause of the 
law^suit and the breaking up of the associatioo. Piiat and Schoeffer 
knew by that lime GuleobCT^'s secret ; the latter bad fiUJy equipped 
hi* piinling-office ; Schoeffer's impioTements in the casting of lypo 
had beoi eRecied ; Guleobeig could be dispensed with ; he had spent 
the remainder Of bis property in the printing-business, and ihey knew 
that he was unable to repay the money advanced 10 him. Il was now 
the motl favourable moment not only to exclude Gutenbcrc from the 
pwtncnbip and to secure his printing -oifice, but also lo makehim harm- 
lew for (he future. A pretence was soon found, name!; the costs of 

the L*lin Bible Fust was a rich man, but had purposely 

botrowed the money, which he lent to Gutenberg, from Jews and 
ChhMlaiu, in order to excuse his usury and to be able 10 chiim six 
per cent Gutenberg was summoned by fust before the tribunal, and 
— ■ccording lo the document of which we treai— the tribunal decided, 
ttl. that Gutenberg should furnish an account of oil leceipls and 
expenses coaceiring the work which he had prepared (or their mutual 
pro&l ; 2nd, that when it resulted that he had received more looncy 
than he had spent, and had devoted this not to their common use, but 
to his own profit, he was to pay this 10 Fust ; 3rd, if Fust proved 
1» oath or legal evidence — l^d tHtimony — that he had obtained 
the sunt mentioned on interest, ai.J had not lent it from bis own 
iPDney, Gutenberg was to pay him this interest, according to the 
contents of the coaliact. The notarial Helmasbciger Instnunenl iloes 
xkA say that Gutcnbeip produced the account, but as he replied that 
be wwhl account for the secood Soo guilders, we may condade that 
he drew it up and produced it. The tribunal awarded interest at lix fer 
(tML, a ratt wkUh -aiiu Jcrbidden hy Ihi that setular and adaiaslitttl 



* " Da hier von eiucr neuen Zurichtung des Dtuckgticup die Rede 
id, 10 imui Gutenberg keines von Strassbuig nach Maim^brachti 
and anch daselbst nidit vor Abichlictsung des I' 
sicb angcichaffi haben. In diesen AktcD ist 1 
worden, die Erfindung gehore unsemi Gutenbeif; an und Fust habc 
das Gelil vorgdegt, damil Gutenberg lin geziich mit wkhem airichies 
und machen solle ; cs sich also mcht anders denken lasse, als dosa 
Gnienbet^ elcich nacli dem mit Fust abgescbiosMnen GoelltchalU- 
vertra^ du: Hand bus Werk gclegt, um neue Uruckwcikieiige ai vcr- 
finligen, UDd dass er dabei von seinem Gesellschancr seye unterttuLiI 
wariTen. Vencuthbch hat er mit den Werkuugcn angefangen, welche 
wir mm Thcil in Sinu&burg in der Wohnnng von Andreas Driliehn 
^sehen haben. nemUch einer Presse, gesUinillencn Bachsiabeo, 
FonMD n ihrer Zusammenseuung und hbUemen Tafeln. " 
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law ; it fvm aumrdtJ interat mf interest, or, at Gufmirrg called tti 
uiuriaui interat, iDhuh it was forbidden to lair; finnlty it awanlcd 
the Mi pavmsnt of interest lor the capil&l sosi which bod 011I7 been 
advanced IrO(n time to time." ' 

Schaab goes on : — 

IfhieH tribimal pronounced this judgment, which is to temsrk- 
able in man; respects, and v/heii it v>iii> pronounced, are mitten 
■bout which the notorial document and Mentz history are :^cdL 

• Die Epocbe der Verheirnthnng Schoffers mit Fnstens Todit*T 
Chr'ititia liist eich um so geins^r liir die Jahre 1453 and 1454 uineb- 
men, als. ■ . Da ich den Beweis geliefeit ra hnbcn Haiibe, dass dig 
Epoche voo Peter Schoffera Verhemtfaung vor das Jahr 1435 fiille, if" 
selie ich in dieser nohen Verbindnng iwi^en Fast nnd ^htilTin- dT 
Ursache mr Erhebung de» Proiesses eeecn Gutenberg und ixtr TiW 
nung der Gesellschafl. Fust und Schbffer befandeti sicb im BcA 
eines Ceheimmsse;, dass Gutenberg 10 lane vni sorgfitltig bewan 
baltc, die Druckerei war von ihm volbtantug eineerichlel, ScbofUr 
VerbesseniDgen de> Gassverfahrens waten geschehen , Galenberg w 
Ibncn entbehriich, er halte den Rest seines Vertnogens in die Dnii" 
etnrichluijg verwendet, sie wustcn, dass er sich ausser St 
die ihm voiEeschossenen Summen auf der Slelle zu en 
giinstWKte Moinent war eingctreten, den gebcinien Plan ausmfiihrti 
om sich den alleinigen Besili der ganien Druckerei ra verschafien w 
nicbt alldn Gulenbetg damui m verdiiingen, sondem ihn ftir d 
Zukunft gROitutscbadiich m machen. . . . Ein Vorwand war ImI 

SAinden. Die Koitender hiteimschen Bibcl BiUBslenihn ahgeljetu J 
list war ein reicher mana nnd doch hattc er abiicbllich das Gdd B 
Tuden and Christen aufgenommeir, um seinen vorgebabten Wuchef 
beschbnigen und eine AulTordcning vun sechs Proient dutchn 
. . . Gutenberg wurde von Fujt vor Cericht geladen. 
Das gericht erkannte : (i> diss Gutenbei^ eine Rechntmg st^en u 
iiber alle Einnahmcn nnd Ausgaben, vielche er anf das Werk | 
beideneitigera NuUen gemacht habe ; (i) weim sich darsns e 
dass er niehr Geld empfangcn bIs cr ausgegeben und nicht irt diid 
gemeinen Nulieu, sondem lu seinem eignen Profit gekommen, da* 
solle er an Fust herausiahlen ; (3) wiirde Fusl durch eineo Eld oder 
Tcchtlichen Beweis — rechtliche Kundiichaft^-dartbaa, dos* er Atis angc- 
eebene Geld auf Zinsen genonunen und nicht voo seinen e^Mi 
dargeliehen habe^ so wile Gutenberg ihm solche Zinten aoch bnt£)a% 
nacn Inbalt des ZcIleU. Daa Heln^berger'sche Nolamts InitnioKBt 
erwahnt mit Keinem Woite, ob Gutenberg die avfia-Iegte KechnniC 
mlell habe. Da er aber antwortet, dasa er wegen der weitem SoafL 
Kechnnng Ibnn wolle, so liisst sich daiauM schliesser;, das* cr sie anch 

festelt nnd iibeigeboi babe. Das Gericht erkansle Zinsen lu 6 vom 
Innderl, nacb dnem ZinbsAisi, der dnrch die damals bestondenm 
weltlichen und geistlichen Gesetie protkribirt war, a erftannte sogar 
auf Zinsen nm Zinsen odcr wie Gutenberg sie nennt, anf Wucfaeniii' 
■en, welcbe za nehmen vcrbolen sind, cs crkanttc cndlich auf cine vnlle 
ZinsuMnng ven elnoni Kapils], dus docb nur nacb und n 
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go fbrther back Bun 1S50. II could 
tribunal bnl the secular court of this 
isted of a treasurer (kiminerer), justice of the 
judges. In 1455, Joliann Miindi of KoseD- 
itheridi Biliniig was justice of Ibe peice ; 
;lis Schenltenberg, &idrcs Wcyie, D^^n- 
„ I Friedridi yon Weyler. A judge of this 
cmn wu Niklu Fiut (a brother of Jobum Fuil) &om 1439 to 144Z or 
1443. In the latter year he was transferred from this Conrt to the 
CooiKil of the town. The Fust family belonged to the richest and 
nVMt disttncuished plebeian citiiens of Meatz. Their membcri were in 
the CouncU, aod the goldsmith Jacob Fust, the brother of Jobaan 
Fnsli wat, se*ea years sUterwards, Burgomaster of the town. .... 
The Fusts belonged to the first corporate families of Menti, Their 
repnlHtion and power were great and they wen feared. Thx 
hoKsl Kdhler alieady remarkol ' thai Fault knew well that the 
Cans bat) to connive at his proceedings * (dass Faust wohl bekannt 
gcwcsen, dass thm das Gcricht durch die Fingerscben miisse). Bergel, 
who obtained the materials for hb beautiful Latin poero from old and 
bonest Mentz cilizeni, colls the Court a forum pavidum, a timorous 
tribnnal. and thereby points unequivocally to the fear which it must 
have fell Ibi the powediil Fust family. Fust took the oath, which the 

Sdgment lequired torn him, on the 6tli Nov,, 1455, before the 
olary ITlridi Helmaabergcr, in the Refeclorium of the Convent of 
Ihc hate-fooled (Hats, in the absence of Gutenberg, but in the presence 
of BFvnal persons, and desired and obtained an act of the same. 
AAei Ihia taking of the oeccKsary oath. Fust probably did not neglect 
to ptTMnt the copy which he obtained from the notary to the secular 
iHbuftal, and to insist on possession on the pledge assigned to him in the 
conliaet. Thai this possession followed, and Fust becimc proprietor 
notonly of the prinlbg tools, bat also of the sheets of the Bible already 
printed aS, the putjunent and paper in stock, is evident {1) Irom 
Uic Ibci that Gutenberg possessed no printtng.office after the law-suil, 
uidooly with the money of the Mcnti Syndic, Dr. Humery, could he 

Kicnre another one, the possession of wluch was, however, reserved to 
. llumeiy <see below, document No. 13) ; \i\ from the bet that the 
type of the 42-liiLe Bible are afterwards in the possession of Fust and 
SchcetTer, &C. &c — Fust and SchbBer ffere not satisfied with the 
poMesdoo of Gnienberg's printing-office, but continued theii judiciary 
perseculjons against him and, even after his death, against his heirs, 
prabaUy because that which they found was not lufEcieni to pay the 
■i><ra"l swinjed them by the verdicL The law-suit lasted for several 
years, and had not come to an end about the middle of the 16th 
century. This is proved by a letter which Peter Schceffer wrote on 
th« «n>d of July, 14S5, from Frankfort, la his dear godfather Johonn 
fiiiwH' lull, secular judge of Mentz, in which he urgently asked him 
(or payment of his debt, with which he had had so much patience 
Ilhia lellet was published by Kohler, Ehren-Retlung, 1741. V^- 94- 
from Lenncr'i Franckf. Chnsnicle, p. 438) ; and the loi^g duration of 
the law-suit is also referred to 1^ Bergelknus, lines 3G1 and 262. 

I am nnzble (o say on what authority Schaab makes 
die above statemenU; but, assuming that he represents 




Gutenberg: 



the case correctly, three of his poinlE deserve anention; — 
(i) The tribunal, which had to decide in the cause, itooS 
lit fear of the Fust Family ; (a) it awarded a rate of in/ettst 
which If as /friitiden both iy the secular atid tcdesioilical law ; 
(3) ihere exist at present no Menu Law-registers earlier than 
the year 1550; hence we see (a) that the original public 
Regiittrs which would contain the official record of any 
suit of the kind at Mentz are long since lost; and (b) 
that we are at present compelled to deal only with 2d 
insulated document which, however authentically drawn 
up as a Notarial Instrument, at once piassed from public 
custody into private hands. 

Our Notarial document relates the transactions which 
took place at the taking of the oaths in the refectory of the 
convent of the Minorites, or Franciscans, at Mentz, in the 
street which is at present called Schustergasse. Schaflb 
(Erlind. der Buchdruckerk, L 170} explains that at that time 
it was an old custom at Mentz to transact all judiciary 
and even administrative public aiTairs in the churches and 
monasteries or their surroundings. Fust caused Gutenberg 
to be summoned to the conventual- room of the Minorite 
convent, because this was situated opposite his own house. 
The transaction had to take place in the refectory, as the 
ecclesiastics were still in the conventual-room. Johann 
Fust appeared with his brother Jacob in person, accom- 
panied by three citisens, the notary Ulrich Helmaspei^r, 
and his two witnesses. Joharm Gutenberg did not appear 
in person, but sent Heinrich Chiinlher (Giinther), pastor aX 
Sl Christopher, Mentz, Heinrich Keffer, and Bertolff (Becb- 
lolf) von Hanau, his servant and workman, in order 
liear and see what was to happen in the matter. 

The Notarial document was published _/&r /A< jfrrf A 
in 1734, by Senckenberg, Professor at Giessen, in 
Selector, Jur, et Hist. Anecdot (Frankf, 1734-1742, 6 vols. 
8vo.) tom. I. p- 269, with the heading: — 






In the margin Senckenberg prints: "1455. Ex orig." 
The document is Num. xxxvii. of Senckenberg's 3rd part 
of vol. i., which, on the top of the pages, bears the general 
heading Diplomalarium Franiofurf^se\ Miscelium, while 
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xt the commencement wc read Manipuius documtntorum 
res Francofuriemes cf vidniam iUustranliutn. 

This third part of vol. i. contains 40 documents, and 
Senckecberg, in bis preface to the first voIume(p. 47), declares 
that they are 

"faiiim ex ipu, qiue voeant, OriginaliAm, paitim en Authenticis, 
pirlim «tiam nnilii coplU ilcccrpla.- Hnc nuximitm partem nostra 
pcnm (csbinei) semivit, ptx% eoruin aliii debetiu, queis hie publice 
giBlios ogimus." 

By the side of every document we find ex authentUo, ex- 
cept at Nos. 20, 36, 40, where only the dates 1336, 1430, 
1484 are given, whiie at Nos. a6, 27, 28, 37 (our document), 
38, 39, we find ex orig. and the respective dates of the 
documents. 

Senckenberg does not specify the sources whence he 
obt^uned his documents, but on p. 9 of his preface to 
the first vol., where he enumerates the persons who had 
written on Frankfort and those whose collections or works 
he used, he says : — 

"Adroeo Johumis Friderid Faustii ab Ajehaffenbni^, Viri dili- 
geDluami Cellatanca Frsuiiefiirtcnsia, III VolumiDum in fol. parte I 
Ki genu, duabus Eequenlibus Geneologiss familiaiiim Nobiliam 
FraocafuiteDsium Ik. lapides sepulcmles percurrenlium. Vastum hoc 
opiu, RiiilCuiD boni, nuliios feie pretii plurimum sislit, a icnim cogni- 
IIDIie & Undio in palriam, caeleroqui laadem proraetimm. Nescio 
vcro, on Tion huic Viro tribucndum d(. Corpus diplomatiium Frv.ncO- 
ftirlma, in (otma qoarla, quod QoonuUibi spectaie contigit, certe 
aliqna lunt, hunc auctorem olentia." 

Let us now see what happened before and after Sencken- 
beig's time. 

Polydore Vergil says, in L499, that a certain Peter, a 
German, had invented the art of printing, as he had heard 
from the latter's countrymen (Van der Linde, p. 188), 

Johann Schceffer, the son of Peter Schoeffer, and the 
grandson of Johann Fust, represents himself in 1503 (in 
■ the Mcrcurius Trismegistus) as one of the most distinguished 
citizens of Mentz, descended from the most fortunate race, 
who, favoured by fortune, invented the ahnost divine art of 
printing (Van der Linde, p. z8S). 

In 1505, in the German translation of Livy, published 
bjr the same Johann SchcelteT, the dedication to the Emperor 
Manimiiian (probably, says Van der Linde, liom the hand 
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of Ivo Wlttig) rooitions " Johan Giittenbergk a 
of printing {1450) and Johan Faust and Peter £ 
improvers of the art." * This work was reprinted six times 
with the same dedication ; yet iD 1509 the Breviarium 
Mogunlinum says it (the Brtv.") was printed " at the expense 
and trouble of Johann SchcefTer, whose grandfather [i.e. 
Johann Fust] was the first inventor and author of the art 
of printing " (Van der Linde, p. 2S8). 

In 1515 the same Joannes Schosffer, the grandson of 
Joannes Fust, pubhshed Joh. Tritheim's Compendium sive 
Breviarium hisloria francorum, in the colophon of which 
he says that — 

" This Chronicle is printed and completed in the year 1515, 
eve of St. Margaret, in the town of Mentz, the first iitvcntrat of 
ait of printing, by Jolunn Schoeffer, grandson of the late hanou 
Jahonn Fmt, 1 Mmtt citizen, the (iist author of the uid art, 
finally, {ram his own genius, commenced to eicc^UUe and to in 
Mte the ut of priotiag ia tht ytar 1450, in the 13th iodiction, ui 
the reign of the Ronan Etnperor Frederic ill., and of the arehbi 
and elector al Mentz, Theodoric Schcnk yon Erpach. But 10 tl 
1451 be perfected it and brought it (under favoor of the Divine 
to the work of printing ; ivilh the assistance, however, and by 
of many necessary additional iovenliona of Felcr Schoefler von Genu- 
heim, hi* servant and adopted ion, to whom he also gave hii daaghier, 
Christina Fu.1l, in marriage, as a worthy remuneration of his lalKiiirt 
and many by-inventions. Both, however, Johann Fust and Peter 
Sehoelfer kept this art secret, binding all theit aeivants and domestics 
by oath never in any manner to reVeal il ; which art at last, in ihr 
year 1461, was spread by the same domestic into divers connlries and 
increased not a hltle."t 



* . . . "In welicher stndt (Mentz) such onfengklich die wundeibtre 
ktinst der Triicketey, vni/ Im ersten von dem kunsirochen Johan 
Giittenbergk, Do mann calt nadi Chrisli vnaers heren eebiirth 1450 
Jare crfunden, vj\d damach mil vieys;, kost vnd arbcyt Jobon Faiulen 
vnd Peter Schofiers lu Menl2 gebesserth, vnd beslendig gemodit ist 
worden ..." [A copy of this work is in the Brit. Mui.> presonaik 

■308. 1.1 

t "Impuessvm et completvm est picseiK ^mmcarum opas, una 
B^ini UDXVinuigiliaMargantaiuirginis. l|{^ikol»hramou<|K/urbe 
Moguntina, huius arils impressorix inuenlrioe prima. Pet louincia 
SchdBer, nepotem quondan honesti viri Joannis lusth duis Mogunlint, 
me morale artis primarlj audotis Qui landcn iioprimendi aiteiw 
proprio ingenio excogilare specalariqtu cixpit anno . daMuuoF 
oaUuitatis MCCCCL, indictione Xtll. Regnaute illusuissimo Ko. 
impoatore Ftederico lU. Prxsidetitc sanclz Mogunlioie sedi 
Kcueicndis^mo in chruA] po/re domino Theoderico pincema de 
Erpach prificipe electore Anno autm ^MCCCCLII - fttttdk 
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On the 9th of December, 1518, the Emperor Maximilian 
accords to Johann Schceffer the privilege of printing the 
Livy (1518-1519), and in this privilege says that — 

" He has learned, and been advised on the laith of worthy lesti- 
monies, Ihn the ingeiiioos ioTeolion of chalct^raphy was effected by 
his giniul&lber." • 

In lSl9(cf.Meerman, Orig. ^. il 158) Joh.Thurmaycr 
A^-entinus {who was bom m 1474, and died in 1534) 
writes that — 

"In 1450, Josimes Fanstiu, a GermaD, a dtjaea of MenW, conferred 
• gratt imd almost divine benefit on ihe bamui race ; he invented a 
new kind of writing, which people use to -caii cbalcography (cutting, 
priming), and completi^ it in two years . . . I'his ceteni^ work, kept 
■ecTct bj Finstus and Peter Scfaoener de Garensheim, his son in law, 
to whom he betrothed his only daughter Chriitina . . . not divulged 
in Germany, ten years afterwardi, by Fanst's servant, Johannes 
Gattenberger, a Stiassburger. The lalter's coUBtrymcii, Ulricus Han, 



(Icdaritriitf etm [diuina fouenlc gratia) in opus imprimendi (Opera 
liit«n ac mollis necessarijs adinuentionibiu Petri Sijioffer de Genu- 
hein miDislii suiqxf filij adoptiui) Cui etiam filiam suam Christinam 
liiEthiaumpniiiigiiaUbonuKiinittaruMqwidjnueMtionunremuiieCBtiiwn! 
nuirttu dcdh. Retionerunt aulAi hij duo iaj» pnenommali Joannes fiuth 
M Fetm Schoffer haxc artem in hereto (omiiibus inioistris ac fiunilia* 
ribus eonim ne illaai quoqi<«modo tnenifestorent, iurejuiatdo attrictis) 
Quo landeiH de aano dmnini MCCCCLXII nrr eosdem fomiliares in 
dioereas lensnm; prtmiDcias diuutgata baud parum sumpsit incre- 
nenlun ,'. Cum gratia et privilegio Caesaree Maiestatis iusni & 
inpeoiia boDesli Jouuiis Haselpeig ex Aia maiore Constantieniu 
dioccsis." A copy of this work is in the Brit. Mas., King's library 
(Pressmark tSj. c l). The privilege of the Eoiperur Maumilian, 
which is dated lo Nov. 1514, 11 granted to Joannes Haselberg. 

* Maiimilianus . . . honcito nostro et lacri Imperii 6delino bic 
dilecto Joanai SchdTer chalcoKtapho Mogunlino, gratiam nostinm ( 
CaeMreani c( omne bonuni. Cum, ticut docti ct moniti sumui Gde 
diEDonun latimonio. ingeniosum chalcogiaphiae, aulhore avo tuo, 
inwntnm, felidbus incrementii in onivemm orbem promanaverit . . . 
Fnatute, volentea libi turn ob avum tuum, omni vel ob hoc divinum 
invcnhm favote et commendation e dignnm, turn pm damni tui recu- 
pcratione . . . succurrcre . . . omnibus . . . chalcogrBphii & libranun 
imprcssoribus . . . inhiliemus , . ." This edition was edited by Nic. 
Carbachiua. H4to commences hit letter to Ihe reader thu£ : " Joannel 
Scbefici Chalcographns, • cuius avo ehalcog^phice in hac primura 
nrbc invenu, eiercitoque est ..." It also has a preface of Eiumus, 
who uys, " laudis praecipua portio debetur fauius poene divini diierim 
OfriAcij repcnoribos, qnorum princeps fliissc ferlur, totios aevi metnoria 
edcbrandiM Joannes Faust, avus eius, cui [i.e. Joan. Scbefler] Livium 
hone ■ ■ . debemna." 
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o Rome and italf, &c." (AnnoL E 

In 1526 the German printer Cromberger published at 

, Sevilla Visiorus dcldlabUs per Don Alfonso de la Torre, in 

^which it is said that the art was invented in Genuany, at 

ffllz; a noble, very rich citizen of this town, Peter Fust, 

invented it ; it spread in the year of our Lord 1415 ; after- 

Rrards, in 1431, a dispute arose between two archbishops: 

*one tooic the town and killed nearly all the inliabJtants, and 

illso that important man, Peter Fust, was killed. Cf. Meer- 

oan, Orig. typ. ii. 163. 

In 1541 a Menu press-corrector, J. Arnold (Bergel or) 

r Eergellanus (of Bilrgel, near Frankfurt-a.-M.), published his 

r Mncomion chalcggraphia, Mogunt, Fr. Behem, 1541, 4to., in 

\ which he is admitted on all hands to ailude f&r tlu first 

1 Unit to a law-suit between Fust and Gutenbe^. He dedi- 

f cotes his work to Albert, the Archbishop of Mentz, and tdb 

tWm :— 

" I have seen the historical books of Johannes Trilheini of the a 
_enlury, and read hts eutt^ on chalcography and the invoP 
■ttercof, which he ucHbea lo a noble citizen of Atenli, Johan G ' 
K'lxi^ as the brA author, with two caadjntan, Johan Fanst and . 
E'Schoefer. 1 have heard Ihis continD^ in convcctitioDs wilh H 
[citizens. Moreover, uinie old tools prepared for this work b)P tl 
e still in existence, and have been Been b; me." -^ 

nno masnnin sc vere divinum benefidimi JOMUMs Fra 
t'GemiBnus, civis Mc^imtinus, generi humano conlulit, noi "' 

VgenDS haad dubie coelitus reveiatum (qnod chnlcogrBphiu 
B'mpressariacnijue Tocare sotent) Invetiit et IncDnio complc 

Jifloelestissiinnni raunua a Fausto et Petro Sdloeffer de C 

■Q sno, cui unicam fiUam Chrislinam dcipondenit, inter s 
is omnibas sodis ad ailentii fidem iarisiuiandi religioner habt 

10 post anno Fausti minister, Johannes Guttenbei^tr, Arm^ 

R'tensis, in Germuiia vulgaviL Municipes huius Ulricus Ha&Jbotl 
P,Callus, Xyslui Reisins Romae Italisefiue intulere, &c" ['Hie J 
1 Boior. appeared in 1511 at Nnremliei^ under the title : Baytri' 
' ChTmiion in Lattiit. I have only been able to consult the editk 



Sibns elc^um qnoddam dc Chairograf'hia ejusque ii 
idi, qui Moguntinfte urbis incotae, equestris dignitads 1 
^ flobillssiino, Jeanm Gatmbirgo, primo snclori, ejusqae ooM. 
WjMHHi Fausto, Pttroptt Schaeftra, hujiia admirabilis stt^oi, i 
J nratulis hlnos excudentti, acceptam reiert. Id quod et a noS 
Mc^niiae civibus mihi poslea in (atniliori coUoqaio, cum ea 
mentio inter alia incideret, certo certius lelatum ett. Acoedit • 
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Iq the poem itself Bergel says : — 

■'Johan Gultaibere inveoleil the new ^ in 1450, BlMenli, un^erlhe 
teigD of Frederic HI.; but being on the point ol aliandoninE the work, 
his mouu being exhausted, he va assitltd by Faust, who gave light 
to the undertaking asA bort ilu ciiti. ATterwnrds Petnis, cognomine 
Scbtd&r, cave lo Iheii assistance ; he utvcHltd the matricis ; iheir 
hope FeTJTed ; the work was carried on in secret places wilhout wit- 
nesses ; they published several little books. Afterwuds, when they 
ttw Ihe gain tteir work produced, Ihey made a compact that the gain 
and Ubocir should be divided among them ; bui, as is often the ciise. 
the aulhon of this compact begin to quarrel ; tliey sepamie ; the 
portnerslup is dissolved, and each was henceforth to work with hii 
own press and to obtain pio/its. Gutenberg could not bear the unjust 
qiMTTel } he calls God to witness that the compact was broken ; the 
MKJ/ UKU brpugHt btfart a tim»ivus Iriiuna!, oiul a horrible froass 
tms itulilKltd: the mailer was treated Tor a long time in a wordy strife, 
ftitd it even now {i54i) >" ^^ hands of the judge." * 



qnod el hodie veluslissiioa quaedam, in cum usum oh atictorilius com- 
sarata, qoae vidi, initrumenta ibidem extant " (Jo. Chrisloph, WolC 
Hon. typ. 1. 1 -, Von der Lindc, p. 178). 

* . . . Sed cedat magno quicquid in oibe nilet ill Artis namque novie 
Mtam est opas„arle magislra,|1 Id quod divini nnminis Instar erit.lj 
(TooflatLs docuit libros quae cudere signii,|| Et pnieti dociles expiitnit 
Kpte mia>.|| . . . Hanc pepciit captis aatiqua MegutUia mutisil , . , 
iSafiiW Us icfilcm numtrataiit ordine latill Christigenae, hinc Ulis 
lustra ^fmque dabont,!! Tertius^ac orbis Fridericus freua rq;ebal,l| 
' ... Claras yahannfs en Gulmiirgiui hie est,l| Aqua, ceu vivo flumine, 
naosl opus.jl Hie est Aonidum cusios fidissitnos, hie est,|| Qui referol 
latioes, quo* pede fiidit equiu.ll Qnam veteres nobii Argmti voce 
iMUniiit,P A puera fertur Emtimiisse virum ; II Ilia sed huic civi largita 
est maeem grain. II Cui dorum aatatoi AUgtis habere dtdit.H Primi- 
tiat Hik coepit tormare Iaboris,ll Ast hie uiatumm protuUt artis oput.l 
.... Aiimilut in digiOi cral Uli eciaiia prima,\\ . . . IHnm tenlabat 
BOUi commlttere cerae.!| Redderet ut nomcn litters scutpta suum.ll 
, . . Robora prospexit dehinc lamitaria Bat!ki,\\ Et dixit, preli Ibmia 
•it ilia novLll . . . Necque erat alia dies Eoas vecta sub aiiras,|| Qua 
Bon sit vjgUi biters scmpla manu ; i| Atque notas vocum linxit de duT« 
phtkattOi\ , . . Altera soi rebus succresdt cuia renatis,|| Inventis uli 
neiw generosa neqnit.|| Implorat pladdosrepbyros, cl carbasa pandit, <) 
H««recc1 in scopnlii ncscins aiuitii.il Ciunqne illi storent latiaia 
) magitQ.'i Et Ubor ansustas allcnuabat opes,l| Artis nee 
teilol extundere Gnes,|! Inceptum statult jamque relioquere 
t Ctiuiliis famtcm FauiU pirmasta amids,\\ I'iiiha cxhaiistii gui 
,11 Addidit ac open Imtm rumlumqm laboris.W Famlu/, 
ta _/iJv»j|| Ex tetti ligna aulpunt hi grammata 
,11 Qaae potCTit varus quisque rcfeTie modis-tl Materiam bihulae 
— It tnde papyri, ;j A ptam quam libtis tiltore Nilus alit.ll Insi-per 
mittit qnas sepia guttni,r[ Rcddebat preasas sculpla laMla 
la.Jt Sed quia nan poteral propria de cliuse character 11 ToUi, nee 
I Tariii otibus aptus erat,|| Illis succiurit Fitnu cegHemiiu Schae^tr.W 
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We need not speak here of the manner in which Bergd- 
lanus says the invention came about. 

These few quotations, which show that John Fust became 
in course of time to be regarded as the inventor, are suffi- 
cient to explain the use which, as we shall see, was aftt 
wards made of the Notarial Instrument to establish 
genealogy. 

Joh. Frider. Faust von Aschaffenburg, the father, 
said "to have copied, about the year 1600, from the 
original, which was at that time still in the possession of 
the family, the instrument of the law-suit of the first 
inventor of the art of printing, Junckher Johann Gutten- 
bergk, of the family turn Jungen, with Johann Fausten, the 
first publisher of the said printing-office, about the costs 
of publishing." This transcript of Joh. Frider, Faust von 
Aschaffenburg, the father, is said to be, in 1711, among 
his manuscripts {sub lit. O., foL 159), and on the 3rd of 
March of that year Joh. Ernest von Glauburg " copies it 
diligently and correctly." 

These two assertions were found written on a transcript 
of the Notarial Instrument which was, in 1736, in the posses- 
sion of Joh. Christoph. "Wo^ {Conspectus-s^peilectilis epistoHaie 
et littrariat manv exaratae quae exsfat apud Jo. Christoph. 
Wolfium, 8vo., Hamburg, 1736,1 This Hamburg pastor 

Qao rii caeUndo promptior alter erat.ll lUe si^ix uiiiu praeclara 
toreumnla finxlC,|| Quae Eanxit malris tiamine posleritss ; II Et primta 
vomm ftatdtbol in aert Jii{UTai,\\ Innumeris cogi quie potuere cnodis.) 
Hie nova spes oritur, redit in prnccordiB Mnguis.ll Lxultuit animc, 
pecloris inque sinu.n Alxlita tecta pcUint, agilui rea leslilnu atHque,!] 
Ne Qerel populo sordida prneda levi.il . . . Hoc opns ci^it stt quoque 
lancta Tnas.|| lilo primus crat tunc Gutenbergius in albo.H Alter crat 
Fuustus, lettius opinio.]! . . . Hinc inlet ipse rnngnis hi viribus inslrnt,! 
Atque opus eicrcent nocte <3ieque novum. || Componnnt certo certaa 
pars online vaces,ll Pais foili lorquent prela sonora manu. || Emiitiuit 
Tariot, cudunt qnos acre, libfl1o$,|| . . . Hie dum cemebant rarai ptv- 
cidtrt mtrcts,^ Simimmt dextris fecdera porta mis:'), Quat Dtui, 
out farltam daUl, rommimia tunla,\\ Atqttatis nDStrum litqui laioru 
mHi.ll Foedera sed lucri mro concotdia nu[rit,|| Indiga sunt pacis, 
dissidioqoe patenLH Sic poitquani aulem quatitus sfts cefil haiendi,'^ 
Ad tita vtriuHt putara tapla /nvj.H Itt fartts aitui/, siiutraqtu 
porta 'raeivtmi,\\ Et promissa codunt, irrita htque fides 1 n CuHiitt at 
frtfiriii itrvira pernio /rt/ii,]\ El sibi mulliji^as quisque porarrt 
opw.ll Non tulit iHjMtlai mens Gntenber^ca n'xat.W Testatur Supeios 
fltdtra rufiia Deos.ll Caussa /W tandem pavidi deferlui ad oni;| 
ScriUtur ac illia dica nefaAda fori.ll Tcmptrt nd tango res 
ditacti Litt, hedit pmdtt judicis mqut nnii.ll 
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I describes in this volume a coUeclion of manuscript letters 
1 and other documesCs which he had bought from the heirs 
I of Zacharias Conrad von Uffenbach, a distinguished magi- 
, strate and collector of literary treasures at Frankfurt, who 
died in 1734. 

This collection consisted of a) Epistotae manuscripiat, of 
which Wolf describes 71 volumes in /o/w, and 62 volumes in 
guarto and b) Apparatus manuscripttis qvi historic UUraria 
&• libraria inserril, of which he describes 3 1 volumes in 
/otio and 19 volumes in quarto and octavo. Vol. XII. (in 
Ibl.) of the second division contains, according to Wolf 
(p. 278):- 1^ 

" I) Calal. MWorum Bibliothe«B S, Marlini Rev. Capitnli Archi- 
episcopalis Metropolii Mognntincnsis, ... an. 1654 confecLus; 
1] Lanr. Ddhelii BiblJotbeca PhUologica Grieca et Laliim ; 3) Cala.- 
loeus MSS. Bibliolhecs Caroliiue Tigurincc ; 4) Delinealio Dpetis 
cnjosdun medid miuia exaiati . . . auctore. Judxo, [|ui . . . scripsit 
opus A.C. 1430 ( 5) Elix Hofoumni Consilium dc lallendii luevU et 
mendii Scholx FiaucolurtaDa^, gennaoice scriptuin." 

Immediately upon this Wolf says : — 

" Here follows, »fter some ihings placed bctveen, tht Irojucripl ef 
an amcinU tvrnaaiJar initmineHt, from which we may leam tlie Uw-suit 
between Job. Guttenberg and Job. Faust, decided in 1455, This 
uutmmeDt has been transcribed by Jo. Em. vod Glaubui^, on the 
3id of March, 1712, from a mannscript codex of Jo. Frid. Faust, who 
ID 1600 had brought logelher many aulhcnlic documents, respecling 
this CMise, which he hod received from his ancestral inheiilance. Its 
title nins : — " Copia dues alien Instruments, den process des enlen 
Eifinden dei Buchdrucker-Kunst, Junckherm Johann Guttentwrgk, 
dn GeschleehiB deter mm Jungen, mit Johann Fausten, dem enlen 
Vttlegct gemeldler Buchdrnckerey, w^cn dcr Verlags-Kosten betref- 
ftod, aiujoh. Frider. Fausten, der solcbe circa an. 1600 vod ieme 
dimahlen bey der Familien annoch vorhanden gewesencn original 
afamchrieben, Manuscriptis ausgetogen, und $ub lit. O. foL 159 be- 
findlich, Ton mir Joh. Ernst von Gmuburg Anno 1712, (ten 3 Mart- 
ion gemeldien mit Lit. O. bezeicluielen NlSlo J. F. Fausten Seissig 
nnd lichtig abgeschrielieii." * 

[T I have examined this vol xii. at Hamburg, and can 
t say that it contains not ont transcript, but two transcripts 

* Sequitui, post inleijecta alia, copia /mtrvmcnii anliqvi, venracuU, 
od cognoscendam lilem, inter _/d. GutlcnitrgiHtH ei U- Fanitum, an. 
MSS oiseeptalara, pertineniis. Instrument urn illud ei codice MS. 
yJL Fridtr, Fausii, qvi an. 1600 aatbentica docameola multa, quK 
td luuc ontam speclaol, ci avita hxredilale accepta, coagcisenit, 
detcrtphun cAkJs. Ernato voa Ciauiur^'an. 1711. 3 Start. Tilulus 
iMB cU : Copia, &c. 
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of Ihe Instrument, both written by Von Glauburg on I 
first same 3rd of March, 1711, for Z. C. von UtTenbach. One 
transcript is No. 9, the other No. 16 in the volume; they 
L diTer from each other in small matters only. The "title 

Copia, Sec, of which Wolf speaks is, of course, one made fay 

I VonGlauburg. Inthe "title " ofthe second transcript Von 

F GUiuburg seems to have coosidered it necessary to insett 

above the word " Verlegcr" the two words "Erlinder und."J 

In i740,joh. WrwAiia Wolf, the brother of Chrislor'-— 

published his Afoftummta typographica (Hamburg, i; , 

and on p. 471 of Vol I. gave the Notarial document of'_ 

Lawsuit as an Appendix to a Discourse on the Invention 

I Printing, of which I shall speak presentiy. He printed the 

I document from the transcript wluch his brother Christopher 

I possessed as an Appendbc to this Discourse, as we shall see 

Presently [p. 90]. In Christian's Menumetita we read after 

r.the Discourse; — 



*' Here roUows liie copy of 1 judiciil inslrument jrem Ikt aaU- 
grapkum (Ihe document has been taken from the oiiginai word for 
wonl ), whence it appears that Johann Cattenbeijj was in nowiie Ihe finl 
oriziiiBlor of this noble lut, but fumished Johann Fausl, by whom he 
had beoi taken into partnership, with muney,"* 

Christian Wolf makes it plain to us that he did not print 
the Instrument from one of the two separate transcripts niade 
I by VoD Glauburg in 1 7 12, which werein the possession of his 
\ brother Christopher (see above), because, not only does he 
" us that he had seen this transcript (qu. both ?), but also 
K,^^ves its title (Copia etnes alien, &:c) and the variants con- 
T^twned in it Moreover, as Christian Wolf also adds to his 
tifext the variants found in Senckenberg's text, we are led to 
Rbelieve that the transcripts made by Von Glauburg in ijia, 
rsnd the texts published by Senckenberg in 1734 and by 
rChristian Wolf in 1740 are totally independent of each 
tether, t 



* Sequitur eiemplum lOBlrumenti jodidiilis tx fsi'iff'^^^^ 
nilum boc ei OrJi;iDall de vetbn ad verbum sutntum), imde ap|.. 

_J9haanem GutttHhtrgium nequaquoju orlii hujus nobilis priroum .^ 

E'laiein esse, Eed i Jch. Famlo m conuntiuin adwlltun, pecuniarir^ 
ippeditasse- 

~T ChrinUn Wolf saya : "Oculis usurpavi aUiul hujiu inatninKoti 
r Snmplum, quod ini!cril»tnr : Cepia tints alien, &c, [tee p. 75]. ** ~ 
\ niftm iilud tjrpis eipresstna in V'.C. Htitr. Ciriiiiaia Sn 
Selectia JuiU el Uiitananmi Tom. 1. ptig. 369-377 ub> ii 
Leuiiiim inlrr Jacobum et Joannem Faiutios tx mv, ct Jt 



unM^^I 





[fl A pcrscpnal visit (o Hambuig enables me to say that 
Christian Wolf printed the text of the Instrument and of 
the Discourse (of which I shall sjieak afteiwards, see below, 
p. 91) from the transcript made for Von Uffenbach in 1715 
from the apographum made by Job, Max. Zum Jungen 
(+1649)- Von Uffenbach had the whole copied in a codex, 
and wrote on the first page; "Faust ab Ascbaffenb. De 
origine atque invenlione arris Typographicae. Ex a])ographo 
Viri Illustris Jo. Max. Zum Jungen quod generos. Dn. Jo. 
Ernest, a Clauburg benevole concessit banc sibi copiam 
per amanuensem fieri jiisslt Z. C. ab Uffenbach Ffurti ad 
Moenum. Mens. Jan. mdccxv.'"] 

In 1741 Joh. Dav. Kohler, Hist. P. Prof Ord. at Goet- 
tingen from 1735 to 1755, again published the Notarial 
document on p, 54 of his Ehrm-Rettitng Johann GuUen- 
b<rgt (4"", X^ipz., 1741). He prints it, line foe line, and 
states that he takes it 
"&am iVongii'^ 0° paichment, in forma pHtcate, in folio,"* 



il belw< 

A^JiaiTenbai^ in the Discouise o 

speak bdow], to whidi was addol, for the fini time, the Instruinen 
the Notary Helmaspeiger, thougli in a manner of writing entirely 
altwti) and modified accotdin^ to modem luage ; c)'tliat acopy of this 
Diicmine tnoM have come imo ibe heads of the Ambeig Syndic, Hcin- 
tich Salmuth, »s his /?* Tjifographae nve Artis Imfrumruc invtmriom 
Wifistima AiitiHia, which appears as an Appenflix to Tit. xii. di T^fd- 

translation of the Discourse, in which be also refers to liic Instrument in 
questiuD, uid says of il, p. 31 1, «d, Prancof. 1646 [it appears already ia 
an ed-Francof. i63l,p.3rz — J.H.H.] 'siculex aiehetypo Instiumeoli, 
qnod etiamnum snpcresl, & anno 1455. 6. Novtmbt. i Joh. Ulrieo 
HelmanieTgeTO Notario ea de re cotifectmn iiiit, liquido demonslrari 
potest :^ d) that Philip. Ludov. Anthaeus, in his WarhagUgc Hisliria 
turn £rfiiKitaig lUr Jiiuhirucktnyiuiul (An. I63l), which i.< an extinct 
from Faust's Piscourse, and is of euclly the same import as-Salmuth's 
nuTstive, also r«fera to this Inslrumeni ; e) that, because Faust's 
DifcontsebualWB^ remninediowiiUng, the seiA Imimmtnl in/irrma 
* ~ ' In prini until ScDckenberg, Councillor (uulProliSMr 



Gattenbet]; ex allcafiartt, agmi dt pfeuma m liirvmm inij 
mta. Ex ulToque vatietates lectioois diligenler notavi." 
" Ab* doB OrieiDoI auf Pecsamcnt, in Forma pstente, i 
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at Giessen, published iliDi734f'orllieGnttin 

St. &c. [see ftboie, p. 68). f) that Prof. [Jo. Christian] Wolf, at 
aiabut^, published it again [in 1740] inhisMonum. Typogr., logclher 
with a CatiQ iranslaCioQ of Faust's Discourse, to which, as has been 
said before, il vat attached, while he [Wolf] added, as far is was 
necessary, 'vaiiantes lectiones' from the copy which Mt. Job. Ernst 
von Glanhurg bad diligcnlly and correctly made, on the 3"* of March, 
An. 1713, Iiom the MSS. of Job. Fricdr. Foust, who l»d copied it, 
circ. An. 1600, froni the orifinal, which at (hat time was still in eiist- 
'n the bjnily, while Wolf also collated the Senckenberg copy ; 



H fartAm/n/ in forma paimit — e/ Ihc Ci 
dffuil tie iei! because in line 66 /oJuaoi Fauil desires 'the Netary VMik 
Hflmasfrrgtr to preparr ont er men vfieH JnstmmtnU ai maty and at 
often this ntndd bt necessary —he had thought it necessary to add this in 
a new copy, regularly ptepaied by him according to the numbcied tines, 
with coned oteervatioo of all leltera, syllables, abbrenaiions, and the 
few interponctions occurring in it. 

If we did not know it from another quaiter, it would be 
clear from Kohkr's statement b) that the Instrument to 
which he alludes, as being annexed to the Discourse, was a 
transcript, in nowise directly emanating from the Notary 
Helmasperger. His statement e) seems to imply that 
Senckenberg printed his text (said to be taken from the 
original) from this transcript annexed lo the Discourse. 

Kiihler does not say how and whence he obtained h's 
own copy, which he declares to be "auihentic, written on 
parchment in forma fatente." On p. 13 he speaks of " the 
original, on parchment, as lying before him." 

Dr. Van der Linde naively says (p. IL), " V. Glauburg gave 
also to Kohler an authentic (I) copy on parchment" If 
Dr. Van der Linde believed this to be a fact, the worthless- 
ness of Kohler's copy should have been clear to him from 
the circumstance that v. Glauburg himself declares in 1712 
thai he makes his transcript merely from tlu transcript 
made about 1600 by J. Fr. Faust v. Aschaffenburg, and that, 
tHerefore, he (v. Glauburg) could not be expected lo supply 
any one with an authentic copy. 

If Kohler really obtained his copy fi-om v. Glauburg, it 
could only have been a transcript. In which case his 
reference to line 66 of the Instrument [see above Kohler's 
statement g] would not only be absurd, but misleading, as 
it cannot mean anything but that he xleclares his copy to be 
an authentic one dratvn w/ hy the Notary Helmasperger him- 
self, at the request of J^ust. And yet— one can hardly avoi4 
the conclusion that von Glauburg was the man who S"~ 
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plied Kohler with his copy of the Instrument; for the 
latter, in the preface to his " Ehrenrettung," says : — 

" I myself had, for a long white, been unable to extricate myself 
from the many entangled accounts and contradictions concemiog the 
person, the genealc^, and sociiiJ position of Johann Gattenliei^, until, 
in 1723, / had Iht iaHSur hhJ tie fileaiure la mait ihf acquainttaui 
if tkt lali Johann Entsl !1>H Clauinr^, tf NUdrr-Erlenbach. Tim 
gentleman, possessing much knowledge of Histocy, Genealogy, and 
Hernldiy, and especially of aflitirs concerning Mentz, liad the kindness, 
in a very busy conespondeoce with me, to supply me, from the papers 
of the noble and baronial Family Zimi Jungen, of whom he was a 
neat relation, with a clue which forlBnately enabled me to escape Irom 
this labyrinth. Therefore, wtmtcver substantial evidences concerning 
Johann (intteDl>e[g, extracted from contemporary documents, the reader 
will lind in this work, he <rwts them soldy M tlu inJmtry and frieitdly 
rommmdcatieH p/ tAii oiOging ni>blema» to whom he, together with me, 
will reader thanks for having set this obscure matter in such clear tighU 
nt llu lamt mannir ai Pro/. StncitHitrg [the italics are mine, J. 
H, H.]. in bis preface to vol. I (pp. 41, 43), and vol. 3 (p. 31), 



[H I have already explained 
to have a little more security as t 
only difficulty was where researches were to be made. All that could 
be gathered &am the latest authors on the invention of printing 
(Wetter, Van dcr linde) was that the original of the Instrument and 
of the DiscouTM (of which I shall speak presently) were lAiHghl to he 
at Frankfurt on the Main, in a collection brought together by Z. C. 
von Ullenbach (f 1734), who, 1? viai laid, had come into possession 
of the MSS. and papers of Johan Ernst von Glaubutg (f 1733), 

eian Maximilian Zomjungeo (f 1649), Johan Friedr. Faust von Aschaf- 
bmg (t 1621), &C. In June last I rcqnested Dr. Haneiscn, the 
librsrian at Fraiikliirt, to tell me whether these coUections were still 
tliere and would be accessible to me, and this request was repeated 
twice, but for some reasons, which I must leave nim to explain, he 



menced, in Sept. iBSo, my researches at Hamburg, where I knew for 
certain that some of the Unenbacb MSS. were preserved, and afterwards 
went to Frankfurt on the Main. My difficulties at the two places were 
eofuriderableinspiteof Dr. Isler's great kindness at Hamburg, Tomen- 
Itoo bntcfu incident 1 at Hamburg I found two folio volumes, which 
were evidently tadtxes to a coUeclion of letters written to, and by. Von 
Cflenbachlnim A.D. 1706-1732 ; but where were the letters themselves? 
A aearch of three days at Hamburg enabled me to say that they were 
xitf there, and that they would probably be at Frankfurt. I therefore 
copied from the indexes at Hamburg aU that I thought could help me 
■t Frankfurt, and I then went to the latter place, where I actually 
fblmd 16 volumes containing the letters and UlTenbach's replies. 
Among these were a great number written by Kohlcr, von Glauburg, 
Senckenberg, Schdhom, Geo, Chr. Joannes, &c,, all persons who 
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In 1878 Dr. Van dcr Liiide writes a life of GutsiriKTg 
and reprints the Instniinent, apparently from Kdhler's lent, 
without having seen either an original or any of the tian- 
scripts, and on p. 293, speakiog of " an cxlreiudy solid 
ground, the Meniz notarial instnimcnl of 1455," he actually 




occupied themselves at that lime vilh the question. In miiny of these 
letters ailusion U made to the work which Kchler was preparing on 
Gutenberg. E.g. Von Glauburg wrote to Von Uffenb«ch xiready on llic 
3o(h Nov. 1713, about " Vindieiae Guttenbergiaie " which he hi 
had long inlemicd lo bring out, and which thejr now expected 

Kohler's pen, to whom he (Von Glsnburgl had transmitted ^ 

ments bearing on the £ub}ecL Of the original of the Notarial 
nothing was said in all these letters thai could give me any light, 
a remark made to me by the Archioist of Frankfuif, Dr. Crotefe 
I WHS ted to go to Damstadt. Id the Archives there some of Kohl 
lellen to Joh. Ernst voe Glaubui^ are preserved, two ofwhiiA m 
it evident to me thsl he bad really found an aioAtnlii copy ol th« 
stiumenL But, in whcse pooession? On tile 14th of April 17^ 
wrote to Von Glanbarg that he had already asVed for "an ■< 
Ofthcffraphtccopjof the original of the Faosl Inslrumeat." And 
7lh laniiaryrullowing he write tolhesamc : "Theoriginal Ituli 
to the Gnttenberg sad Faost process, vhu^yoar laiain in Franlfwt. 
bu commonicated to me^ hu fortunately enablial mc lo correct Bcvenl 
btse rcodiiigs and has served mc greatly as rcglnls the old ortho- 
graphy." This phrase, '"four cousin (Vclter) in Fonkfuit," is thus 
Uic- sole chie we possess. 

It ii Btiange that K&hlei, who is very particular in hi* " Ekramt' 
tuttg" in mentioning the sources of his olfaer doeumdnt^ ia silent 
Ibis, the most imporlanl of his whole coUeclion. He inentions this 
tivc of Von Gluuburg's nowhere, and merely siys the lustnimc 
come into his hands " (p. 58} and " it was tying Itefore him " 
This last statement is corrubomtcd by Chriilian GottL Schwair, 
says (Disser^ de origine typogtapbiae, Altotf. 1740; reprioL Norii 
'793i P' 3<M) " ti' Bud ^cen with his own eyes thi: aiiagrBf' 
written on veliom, in Kohleri h«Bd«,'' but, curiously enovgl . 
inspected that Kofaler had obtuited it from Senckenberg I It is fatt*^ 
nale, however, that we bare Kohler's own evidence for ihe anihentieity 
of bis document, for Schwui was possessed of nuher strange eyes 
)Uid a strange memoiy. E^., he declared in the same disaeitation 
(p. 314) that in ljl% he had seen in the Carthusian monastery at 
Menti a copy of the [3S-linc] Bible, of whici he had read in the old 
CBUlogueS Ol the monastery that Ibis Bible had been presented to the 
monastery by Johann tiutenbctgaad some others whose names he had 
forgotten. Scbaab (I. 364) has demonstrated that Schwan could not 
have seen this Bible at Mentz, as Ihe Carthusians had sold the copy 
ten years previous)]', and that the old catalogues which Schwan mttid 
have seen merely speok of ti« Bible of 1461 as piinled by Fust and 
Schoeffer. 5e« Madden, Leltres d'un biUiogi. iii. 57, who conlradicts 
Schoab, but the latter seems to be corrrcl. 

AnolJier iCnlnge circumilance is that Kohler worked bi least 




IVas he t/ie Inventor of Printing? 8i 



refers his readers to the title (Copia fines alter, &c) which 
von Glauburg prefixed to the transcript which he made in 
1713 from a transcript said to have been made in 1600 by 
Joh. Friedr. Faust von AschafTenburg from the original ! 
Cf. Dr. V. D. Linde's " Gutenberg," at the tnd, p. li., where 
he also says that another copy, also on parchment and with 
the notarial mark, is in the Mentz town-library— ^{No, says 
he, on p. 524, it is not there). 

Strange that Dr. Van der Linde should have been under 
the impression that he was writing history ! 

We may now turn to the Discourse mentioned before, 
which is said to have been written by Joh. Friedr. Faust 
von AschafTenburg, Junior. But before we examine this 
document, it will not be superfluous to examine some utter- 
ances of the other Joh. Friedr. Faust von AschafTenburg, 
mentioned before, who is satd to have been his father. 

Achill. Aug. von Lersner published, in 1706, Chronica 
der StatH Franckfurt-a.-M. (Franckf. 1706, fol). In his 
Preface he says that — 

"the basis of his work is Cebhard Florian's Franlcfurter Chronik, 
published in 1664, and a second vol. by Geo. Fickwirlh, ed. by Joli. 
Friedr. Faost von ABchaffeoburg [ihe job], firsi published in 1660, 
Bad reiuued, with a new tide-piige, in 1664 is a. nntinuatimi of 
Flonui's Chtonide. That, moreover, he made use of the ' many Cot- 
l€ftaKfa at the cetebnted and laborious Joh. Friedr. Faust von Aschsif- 
fiaitiurg [ihe falhrr\ which he, according to his own handwriting^ 
coJlecled during a period of 15 yean. ' " 

Lersner devotes Chapter XVIII. of the first volume to 
the noble Families of the House Limpurg and on p. 299 
he says : — 

"The noble funilies here [Fmnkruit] are famous for their inventions 
of new sciences ; and especially Mr. Zumjungen vx Gudenbe^ invents 
prindnp^ which Johannes Faust von AschaRoiburg (jii/) as»sts ofter- 



wsrds m cultivating." ' 



y«an (1723-41) at his " Ehreniellucg Gottenbergs," a book oFni 



from Von Glauburg, Von Uffenbach ancl others. The former supplied 
him with nearly all the documents and accompanied them by notes 
which Kohler inserted in his work almost word for word, as may be 
seen fnim the sketch which Von Glaubiirg kept for himself and which 
b *IJ1) prraerved in the Durmstadl Archives.] 

• "In EriindiiDg neucr Wisthenschafften wynd htesige Adiiche 
Familien aoch beriihmt j ubH sonrlerlich Herm Ziimjnngcn lu Guden- 
beiTi. erfindet die Druckerey, welche Johannes Faust von AschaHen. 
bug hiUTet nachmahls eicolircn." 
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lo Ch, XXVIIL he treats of the qnestion of the inven- 
tion of printiDg. He first quotes Pliil. Lud. Aiithaeus' 
iVarhafftige Historia von Erfindung dtr BiKhdnirkrrty- 
Kuttst (cypis Blasii Ilsncri, t68t), which is nothing but an 
extract from the Discourse of which we are going to treat 
As this ascribes the invention of printing to Faust, Lcrsner, 
in refutation of this account, quotes Tentiol's Discurs von 
der Buehdruckerry, where Gutenberg is said to be the 
inventor, and adds (p. 4.37) : — 

" Johann Frieilerich Faust von Aschafletiburg [the fatliei], who pub- 
lishmi the Lubeck and Franckcnbcrg Chronica, as wcil is [he F«Mi 
liropure, docs no! accept, in his maiiuscripl, ihe invenlioD of pfir ""~ ~ 
for his Family, but attributes it eqoallf to Gutcnbers, ot the Ft 
Zum JuBgen, in these wonls : — ' The Fausts von AKJuRcnbDrg 
very old, hoDCst, and distioguished famil}', who have always e: 
on their income or have ^n in the employ of great Jordi 
towns. Where the firel lived caonol be wdl indicated ; I deplore 
the negligence of my ancestors in this respect, but it may be that 
throi^h the leneth of time (he documents have been lost. I have to 
regara Jobann Faust, wlio died HiO, as the founder of the fatnUy ) 
his son was joint' proprietor in the printing-office in the town of M(~~~ 
Seme W9Uld iavi and nutie him, agaiiiil Ait will, <ut imt 
he only hilfedwitk hii nuans and good advirt tHtkt Iking 
that be had a daughter, named Christina, whom he gave 

von & zu Gcmszheim named Schaffer, as wife, on ac . 

qualities, especially on account of facililadng the prialing, and adopted 
liim as son ; these begat Johann von Gemsheim, whose son, of the satne 
name, the last of this name, died without heirs."" 

* " TohMin Friederieh Faust von Aschaffeobui|;, welcher nebat der 
LilbccKiachen and Franckenliergtsehcn Chronica aucfa die Fastos 
Limpurg. durch den Druck dcr Welt bat mitgctheilet, lebnet die 
Erfindung der Buchdnickcrcy in seincn US. also von seiner FomiliB 
ab, da er leine Fomiliam bcschreibet, und eignet sie gldchbls dem 
Gutenberg von der Familiea deter Zumjuagen lU, in ^esea Worlcn. 
F^ Bcynd die Fansten von Aschaffenbln^ ein sehr alles, ehrliches 
nnd vonlebmcs Geschlecht, so sich iederzeit ihren Rentcn und Ziiuen 
ernehrel, oder in grosser Herren und Siadt Diensten sich gebranclieit 
lassen. Wodereret gelebt, ist nichl wohl aniuteigcn; Ich beUi"-" " 
die Nachlawigkeit meiner Vor-Eitem in dicsem Stiick. Zwar \u " 
auch seyn, di^ dumb die Liinge der Zdl die Documcnta seynd vi 
rvn gangen. Tohenn Fausten, wetchcr 1410 gestorben, muss k 
den StamnKraler holten. Desun John gleiches Nahmens, ist M. 
le^i der Huchdrackerey in der Stadt Maitz, elliclu woUih ■ 

n DaiKi ikn in etncn InvmSartm haben and h<mA<h, m oto 

seinttt I'ermiigtn und gutin Ralh in der Thai giHolJin. 
soil eine Tochter gefaalit haljcn, Nahmens Christina, welchc er " 
Peter von und za Gemsheim, genannt SchafTer, >ur Fmnen gi 
wegcn feiner QnaliliiteD, in specie wegen der (itdlitirung d^ 
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Nothing is said here ef the Instrument of the lam-suit. 
After this quotation from Faust's papers Lersner adds : — 

" MaxlroUian Faust von Aselmffenburg [a ion of Johan Friedi., bora 
3 SepL 1593, died 5 June 1651] says innis Cmvilia pre jErario, CIhs, 
16, Ord. 1193, p. 6(M.( published al Francof. l64l). ll">t he had the 
Faust documenb concerning this point in hand, and quoted man; 
snlhors who had written on the ut of printing, saying at the same 
time thai the first printing commenced in 1446 with the Offitia 
Ciceronis. The documents of both these families were put by Johann 
Schatfer in his Roman historv of IJvy, and published March 6, iS^Si 
with the old FflU5t nnd Schaffer arms." 

Ttis Johann Friedr. Faust von Aschaffenburg, ^c father, 
(jvho is said to have copied, about 1600, the Instrument of 
uie Law -suit from the original, and who ]jublished a Chronidt 
Ton der Stadt Limpurg, at Heidelberg, in 1617 and 1619, 
and a Franckenbergisch and Lubeckisch Chronick at the 
same place in 1619), is said to have died at Franckfurt, 
in 1619 (c£ Lersner's Chron, der Stadt Franckfurt, I. 281 ; 
J. Christoph. Wolf, Mon. typ. I. 453 ; Van der Linde, 
Gutenberg, 191), and Dr. Van der Linde says (p. 521) that 
he had remained silent [about the origin of printing] be- 
cause he was too sincere I 

Very well ; but let us see Whether Dr. Van der Linde is 
right. There is in the Brit. Mus. (Pressmark, 172, i. 3) : 
"Lubeckische Chronick. .... zusammen getragen 

durch Hans Regkraan an tag gegeben fe MSS. 

Johann Friederichs Fausten von Aschaffenbiu'g. . . . Ver- 
legt durch Gotthard Vbgelin [without place, but G. Vogelin 
\xvgA at Heidelberg, yH.U.]. Im Jahr 1619". After the title 
follows a dedication to the Mayor and Council of Lubeck, 
trhich is signed '^fohann Friedtrich Faust, von Asekaffcn- 
" <trg »&*c. l\ubeeemibus\ M \agistris'\ DD.", and il is dated 

from Nidercleen, situated in Tripoli Giessen, Wetzlar and 
litzbach, in the year 1620, the joth day of April"* In 
this dedication we find on the second page : — 



, foil 

^ntut 



!od] prepared the 
r gift, namely, t 



dnickerey, nnd ihn in filium adoptirct haben. Diese iciigen Johann 
»Dn Gemsheim ; dessen Sohn ejusdem noniinis der letite dieses 
Nahmeos slitbt ohne Eiben." 
_ ■ "Gestellt tuNidetclecn in Tripoli (riessen,Wet2liirvnii Entibach 
, im Jahr der Geburt unseis Erii^is Jesu Chrisli M.UC.xx 
- ' ■ « Tag April!." 
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X Holy ernph^^^^ 



, tbe trU, printing, out of tb« distingusbed lonm of the Holy a 

IMenti. tbroog^ a disImeuUhed dtiien there, called Johan faun^ 
\a the yeftr ■4SO, brougnl ihit 2it to light, and through the asisiaDce 



Menti. tbroog^ a distineuUhed dliien there, called Johan faua^ who 
in the yeftr ■4SO, brougnl ihit 2it to light, and through the asisiaDce 
of Pfirr Sihi^tr vuH CtmiAa'm, a clerk, his servuil, aftenrajtt* tbe 
f llUHbaad at hit daughter, improved it to luch aa extent that everj one, 

J especially tbe Ilalians and French could not wonder cnougt) nboul it. 

I , anil out of jealousy tried in vun to scratch oac and destroy tbcae 

' wnlings by menns of lye nod icratcliing-biushes." * 

(After tlie dedication foUows the privilege accorded to the 
printer by Frederic, Pfallzgraff bey Rhein, dated " Haidcl- 
. berg, the iglh of July, 1619." 

I Now, if Johann Friedrich iA^ fatker died in 1619, as 

I ' it is asserted, then this dedication could not hai-e been 

i dated by him. But I doubt whether the father did die 

in 1619. In Lersner's Chronica (mentioned above), 
I p. 278, we find a "List of Frankfurt magistrates," and 

it is to this l-ist that J. Chr. Wolf refers (Monura. 

Itypogr. i. 453) when he speaks of Faust's death as having 
taken place in r6ig. The List commences with tlie year 
1570. and in it we find it stated, indeed, that J. F, Faust 
j V. Aachafienburg died in " 1619," but it is clear that the 

' compiler of the List did not derive this year from any 

! authentic or sure so^irce, as ^e does not say on what day 

of the year Faust died, whereas this is done with a great 
many other magistrates mentioned in the List It is, 
therefore, not so certain that J. F. Faust, t\\t /ai/ur, was 
t no longer alive in 1620 ; and that it is the /alhtr and «o/ 

■ " Inmittels iiber halt Er, ai einer begneuUichen Get^ienhell W^ 
vnd Bnin bereiiet, vnii dcr gantien Welt ein ohncrhorie Gaben 
ecKhenckt, neiiilicb die Kdlesle Kunst oiler Kiinstcn, die Buch- 
anickorey, bus derdamals noch det H. Kelchx vomemeD vnd genandlea 

IGiUdensladt Meintz, durch eineo vomemeQ Burger dasellHl, Johan 
Faust genandl, welcher in Aoqo 1450 soicbe Kunat an tag gebnu^hl. 
vnd durch hilff Petri Sdiiiffiis von Gemsheim Clerici, ceines Diencn, 
hcmacb Tochtennan^ dermiusen vetbessert, dass sich jedennantich, 
vorab die V/ahlen vnd Frantioaen, nit genug danibcr verarundeni 
fcoDoen, vndausvergiuiit, roil Uugcn vnd kiaubiitslen solchc Sduiflien 
auMukratien vnd lu vemiebiigen, vnd Temift zu machen, abcr verge- 
I lieni, vndenilanden. Die docb hemaeh, ali Meinti von dem Reich in 

>Anno 14&3, vnd also vmb diese vortrefliche gaben, die lie allein vor 
sich beiialiea konaen vnd miigcn, nit ohne soadetliche schickung 
Golles, kommcn, vnd daliero die Burgenchajl auiigejagt vnd ierst6rt, 
' vnd alga auch dcr Dnickerey Dienet ausgetriebcn, vad andetswohin 

^ sich lu Ix^ben verunsclil woiden, dersetbinen am nicislen gebiauch^ 1 

I vnd ibren nulzen d;un]I gcichafl haben." 
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the son who dated and signed the dedication, seems clear 
when vre find it sdd towards the end, by Faust, that he had 
had the Chronicle in question "a long time among his 
MSS." This could not have been said by the ten in 1620, 
if his father had died in 1619. That the title-page of the 
Lub^k Chronicle bears the year 1619, and ihe dedication 
is dated 1620, is probably owing to the printing of the book 
having been enished before the preface was writtea 

Strange to say, after the Chronicle follows an appendix 
of 17 ppi on Wissmar affairs. Quite at the end of this 
app^idix, on p. 17, we read: — 

" How long is it that [he noble art of prinfii^ books or prenterey 
wu firand ? Id Ihe year 1440 after the birth of Christ the pmiling of 
books arose under the Emperor Frederic by Johann Gensifleisch, at 
McDb, though Kverol oaribe tbe invenlioD of this art to Johsn 
Gultcnbcre. of and at Slrassbntg. Others say (heart wasinvenled and 
miicd by JohonGuttenbcrg, a l^ight at Menti, Anno ALCCCC.L."* 

Did this passage, perhaps, emanate from Hans Regkman, 
the compiler of the Chronicle, who lived in the sixteenth 
century? 

[H A personal nsil to the Hamburg Library enables me 
io state that the Low German IblS. from which Faust von 
Aschatfenburg ediied the Chronicle in a High German 
version is preserved there, and contains the passage quoted. 
The MS. seems to have been continued by H. R, till 1537, 
but was, in 1351. in the possession of one who calls himself 
Rcynier Cock. I cannot say how far and what the latter 
added to the MS. vol., but I found no later date in it ^an 
1560, and the whole is of about the same period.] 

It is plain that if the dedication is the father's dedi- 
cation, he could scarcely be Ihe author also of the state- 
ment about his Family published by Lersner from his MSS.; 
othCTwise- Fauat v. AschafTenburg would not have spokrai 
of his reputed ancestor, in one place, as not being the 
inventor, and in another place as the mventor. 



* Wie lang isl. ilaii die Edle Kontt der Buchtruckerejr oder Pien- 
Veiwf vfaaita aey} Na«h Chiiiti gebort 1440. jidir hoi lich crregct 
vnder Kajner Fiidrich das Bochtmcken im Teuuchland von Johan 
GemzfieiMh n Menti 1 wiewol eiliche dicsei Kiinii erlindung uischrci- 
ben Johan Guttenbcrg vein "nd ni Blrafsbar^. I)ie diiltcn si^n die 
Knnu *ej erdacht viid vfkamincn von Johiii CutlcnLet^, cim Ritler 
an Menu Anuo MCCCC.L. 
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An examination of the MS. vol. in which Faust i 
Aschaffenburg is said to have written the statement about 
his Family, can alone satisfy us as to this note being written 
by himself. IT 

It is to be observed, however, thai in neither of the 
above statements, ascribed to the elder Faust v. A., do we 
find any mention of titc Instrument of the Lawsuit of \^^^. 

And now as to the Discourse, which is a more detailed 
account of the invention of printing considered to have 
been written by the fo«, also called Johan Friedrith Faust 
rott Aschaffenburg. (CI. Wolf, Mon. typ. I. 452 ; Van der 
I.inde, Gutenberg, 292.) It must have been written after 
1620, at least after the publication of Chr. Besoldus' 
Dissertatio de inventione lyfografihid, which appeared in 1620 



[H Dr. Grotefend, the Archivist at Frankfort, kindly infonnBi me 
that IlsntD von Gunderrode, who resides st Frankfort, bul whole 
nncestial seat is at Hiich^t un the NJdder in Ober-Hes9en, possessed 
some M S5. of Joh. Fricdr. Fnual von Aschafi*enbiii£. Having olh 
rained the permission of this nobleman tu make researches in his 
libniry at Hochst, I i*ent ihilher and found a greal numlier of geneiUo- 

g'cal tables aU irritteQ b; J. F. Fausl v. AscholTenburg htmseir. 1 
ited to find the fassagt Rioted by Lemur. But 1 did find ioam Ijaec 
which make it superfluous, I thic^. to look for Lcrsner's quotation u 
futiher. Tracing the genealogy of himsdf, J. F. Faust v. A. wrote gj 



Johann Faust 
Typographic author 
vim 141^ cum ftaire 
laul vertni;^ mil Jo- 
han V. Goienbei? seina 
Gemeina getrofun. 
Cliristine- 
In another l;ible he says again : 



Christina F. Peter 
V. Gcmsheim 
nun Schofer . author 
typographic^ im- 
pmsuire &c. 



Jacob FausL 
vixil 1454. 
Johan F. 
Typ<«raphiie 



In the face of these statements no 01 
search fur Lersncr's qaolatiun. If it 
I think, have been written by Ihe & 



n (ratre 1454. 

will be annii 



ns, I (uppose^ ■ 
ice, it could DM 
a who irrotc the tabica f 
And I am positive that these ai 
n Ihe handwriline of Job. Frledr. Fausl v. AscIiafTenbuii;, setiti 
liecniLW I huve been able to study his writing from a letter ot li 
proerred at Hirobuig, dated 14 April, 1617.] 
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«t Tubingen, as this treatise is referred to in the Discourse. 
The writer says ; — 

to the place and time of the inTeation 
or, and on thai account I have thought 
prove eotnewhat more in deLail Ihe wliole 
It of (his art, partly as 1 have accepted it from 
Inistvrorthy old (ei,linu>iiia and documents, as also from my blessed 
Cilber, luid he from his parents and ancestor, musi per aurcs et manus, 
and partly as it has been written down. First it is afFitmed that 
there liv(^ at Mentz, a citizen of a respectable family, named Joh. 
Kuist, who, devoted to hteralure, comprehended that the scarcity of 
botdu (lot the writing of which a long lime and immense coats are 
required), which veiy few can bear, is often the cause of the most 
■operior inlellecls becoming dull, and being withdrawn from study. 
He, Ibcrcfore, UlxHired to dev^ a commodious way of multiplying 
various useful books with less trouble, and of placing them within the 
readi of many at a small and fair coit. God, favouring such benevo- 
lent wishes and intentions, ahowed him the means and a model, so 
■hot he first cut an alphabetical table with raised characters. He 
bestowed much thought on the discovery of a peculiar ink, because 
tlie common ink flows twelher when put on fetters cut of, and In, 
wood, and confounds the iSiaractera. Liunp-black produced a tolera. 
We, but not a lasting impression, nntil a tenacious black Bud datable 
Ink wai^ discovered. When, by means of this material, such tables 
were printed with small presses, every one with great surprise, bought 
titan for a small sum, and admired them, and he [Faust] was thereby 
induced to co on and to produce the Donatui. But as this was cut 
on entire Uocks and with unequal chu^clera, and not many copies 
could be printed of it, the inventor deemed it more commodious to 
compose a book with single and separate letleis, thiui to cut it with 
entire columns and pages. He, therefore, cut the blocks asunder and 
look from Ihcm all the character, and In this manner commenced 
composition, and replaced the wom-out cliaracters by new ones. But 
as this could only be eifecteil by great labour and slowly, the inventor 
met with great obstacles in the new art, ako on accoimt of the presses; 
Now, he employed seveml servants who printed for Mm and assisted 
him diligently in other necessary things as preparing ink, compONng, 
4e. Among them was a certain Peter Scbiilfcr, of Girasheimb, who 
teomine hb moster'a intentions and liking the work himself, by God's 
(itTOut InTcnled tbe art of cutting letters into pimcbeons ajid casting 
Ihcm, which enabled him to mtdtiply ibem continually, and not to cut 
each letter separately. This assistant secretly cut the puncheon for a 
whole alphabet, and showed them with the matrices and the cast 
letters to his master Johann Faust, wtio was so much pleased with 
them that he promised him his daughter Christina in marriage, which 
very soon took place. But the impression or casting of these chaiac- 
Va^ E9i*e as much trouble as the wooden ones, until some mLilurc was 
found which could bear the pressure of the pres for some length of 
lime. In order that such a noble gift of (3t>d might be kept secret, 
the father-in-law and his son-in-law bound their assistants with an 
oath to keep all the matters a secret, and the blocks, wooden 9pe>> 
and other early insirnments, they put togelhei with some con! and 
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shoved tbeni novt and ibcn to their friends A M!>. leh U 
la my gnmdfuhtr, Dr. Johann Fausi, having seen these Hist lic^ 
ningi, among which was [he Gnt pan of a Donstiu. God, however. 
disposed that the art should aol remain a lecreL The next-door 
nc^bonr of Johann Fbuse, called Johana ron Gallenberg (It is aim 
ihoughl ihal Johann Faust and Guttenberg lived U^etbcr in one hoiue 
named Zum Jongeo in hlenti, wherdorc it afterwards obtained the 
name of Flint iog-oflice), having learned that this noble an not anly 
crcaled great gToij in the whole world, but also produced good 
and honest profits, behaved friendly tonirds the said P'anM, and 
offered his services with advances of the neeeaary mooey, which 
was readily accepted by Faost. becsnse the work which he 
intended to print on parchment required considerable eipentes. 
They therefore agreed, and settled by a legal [av/gtukmCttH — ixiAeTiteA) 
contract, the coutents of which follow, that they would bear 
Ic^ether the costs and share the profits. But because Faust had 
borrowed more money utd the expenses nn higher than GntienbelK 
had anticipated, the latter would not pay his half share, and they 
therefore, come together before the secular court at Menti. which 
inquired into the matter ; and when Johann Faust declared on oath 
that the zaaaey borrowed bad been devoted to the wortc, Gultenbog 
was compelled to pay. To this sentence Johann Faust rendered salis- 
bction m the Teteclcii7 at Menti in the Convent of the Barefoot 
FtioTB, as ntay it inn prefotmdly and truly from Iht initninunl wkuA 
ii amuxed htropith in tefy. But Johann von Guttenberg was vaj 
ongiy, and, therefore, did not come to hear the oaths taken, and ■nsf_ b i 
soon went from Menli to Slraasbni^, where he bad probablj his o^^^mm 
printing, and several men followed him, and a complete Beparall(^^^^| 
happened, so that this glorious art was no longer kept lecret, Ixfl^B^ 
spread siitet Ike datt nf Iht taid initmmrHt, wkUk laa datei Ab. (455^ |F | 
And Hans von PelerBheim, a servnnt of Johannes Faust and Pciet 
Schteffer, settled in 1459 at Fraokfiirt; and others especially when 
Mentz wa« tn-acberou^jr conquered in 1461, settled elsewhere, and 
exercised, revealed, and made common the said art. Also this mis- 
fortune happened that, when they had taken to Paris, in France, 
an important law book printed on parcbraent, the foreigners were 
jealous of such art, end tried, bat in vnin, to puC the booh in Ije luid 
to scratch out [the letters] with scratch ing-brushei. Thereupon all 
copiet were confiscated on the pretence that the printer had imported 
into France strange goods without special permissian of the king. But 
he obtained iDdemnificalion from the Empetor Frederic III., and the 
afliiir was at last settled by the monarchs of both counlries, and Peter 
Sch<E0er obtaiaedjatisfaction. " 

The last clause may be compared with the fether's 
narrative in the Dedication to the Lubeck Chronicle. 

It shotJd not be overlooked that the Author of this 
Discourse himself says that he subjoins the Instiument to 
his compilation in copy. 

* I am not aware Uut this tnaODEcripl has ever been traced. 
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It is, as has been remarked above, uncertain when this 
narrative was written, though it could not have been 
btfort 1620; it wai not publlshtd by the younger Faust, 
its reputed author, when, in 1660, he himself published 
B work, entitled Dtr ^adt Franckfurt Herkommm und 
Auftuhmtn. 

ilie Discoui^e, however, must have been known in 
1631, because in that year Henc Salmuth, the syndic of 
Ambo-g, published an edition of Guid. Pancirolll Rtrvm 
Manera&ilium nans rnvenlamm /ars post., Fianco{. 1631,* 
4"" {in Br. Mus., Pressmark, 461, b. i), and there we find aa 
an Appendix to the nth chapter de Typographia, an 
■bridged Zatin translation of the Discourse, but without 
the name of the author ; the Instrument of the law-suit is 
flius referred to : — 



rx urcbetTpo Instnuneitti, qnod 
J455, 6 Novembr. 4 /oA. Ulriro Hilm ' 
leclum fuit, liquido riemonsttaxi potest. 



HilmasptTgtra Notario ea de re con- 



In 1641 the papers and documents of the Faust family 
were in the hands of Maximilian Faust von Aschaffenburg, 
who, in that year, published Consilta fro ixrario dviii, &•(, 
(FrancoC, 1641), of which Class 108, ord. 1193 is devoted 
to a history of typography, and in which, enumerating some 
authors on this subject, e. gr< Cardanus (lib. 17 de Subtil. 
et de Variet. lib. 13 c 64), Job. Bodinus (in Methodo, 
c •}), Steph. Forcatuli (lib. 4 de Imp. et PhiL Gallor), 
PhU. Melanchlhon (in Chron. lib, 5). he sa;-s the invention 
is ascribed to Johan Faust, in the year r44o, adding "the 
original documents about this point are in my hands." t 

In 1650, Jacobus Mentetius in his De vera typographic 
erigint paranais, p. 54, refers to Salmuth's work, and calls 
the Instrument " a forged and fictitious public instrument " 
(ementitum ficlumque Instrumentum publicum). But he 
gives no reasons for his opinion ; and it is well to bear in 
mind that his work is an attempt to ascribe the honour of 
the invention to his name-sake of Strassbur^, 

In 1681, Phi!. Lud. Authaeus published: IVarhaJligt 
Hiitoria wn Erfinduitg der Buchdruckerey-Kunst, ex MSS. 

• Dr. Van der Linde only knows ihe t&. of 1646 «i the earliest, a 
date which be no doubt took from Kohler. 

-t " Inventatn tribuilnr, Anno 1440. Johanni Faiutio de quo mihi 
dDcmnralB originalia in manibos sunt." 
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Phil. I.ud. AutbKi : T>'pis Blasii Dsneri, MDCL.XXXr. He 
dedicated the work to two brothers, Joh. Hector and Frid. 
Jacobus Faust von Aschaffenburg, and ga\'e the Discourse 
in Gemian, without mentioning the name of the author. 
In his work the reference to the law-suit Is in these 
words ; — 

" Solchem Rechts-Spnjch hat Jahaim Faust ein Geniigen gcthsn vie 
BUSS einem noch in Arcbivis verhandenem IiulmacnC ^no I455 
Eiiuiillid] and irailuiirtig zuerweisCD." 

The original pamphlet of Aothsus I have been unable to find 
in any library, nor is it mentioned in Theoph. Georgii BUciur- 
Ltxicon (Leipz. 174a) or the Supplements, or in Jocher's 
Gdthrtai-Lexicon ; but it is reprinted, probably verbatim, 
in AchilL Aug. von Letsner's Chronica der Stadt fraiKk- 
/urt (fj 06), p-435 sqq., whetewe find also an extract ftxnn 
Joh. (Aventinos) Turmaier (+ 1534), in which also Johannes 
Faust appears as inventor in 1450, having as servants Petnis 
Schijfer von Gemssheim and Johannes Gutenberg, a Strass- 
burger, the latter revealing the art in 1460 {see above p. 71). 
In 1736 Joh. Christopher Wolf published, at Hamburg, 
his Conspectus supdUctilis epiitoHeae, which I have mentioned 
above, p. 74. VoL 2 (in quarto) of the second dit-ision of 
this collection contains, according to Wolf (p. 284), a. 

" CommeiitBtio ad inTnliguidiun artit trpoeisphicic onginem, willi 
the Title : Diicurt vom Unprung drr Drintti-iy, wfr, authwttnn, tmd 
an laeltieiH Orle salckt irstmakis erfundtn, aui dmtn ad /amiliam 
der FoKilen von Asehaffentmrg gAir^tn demmenttn, cominencing 
with a. Latin preface to the reader, which is foilowcd bj variotu 
Opinioos and lestimonies rcganiing the imcnlion of the art of pnnliag 
■nd its fii^ anthor, till p. 31. After this, till the end {p. 6S), we mA 
an account of the tteginnincs of this art b; Joh. Faust, a Icnmcd 
EitUen of Menli, and ?eler Schoeffer, of Gemsbeim ((iist his servant, 
and afterwards, an account of the increaie which ha cau^ to the att 
invented by FausI), his son-in-law, accompanied by n|ipropriale docu- 
ments, among which the notarial instniment. . . . ** 

Wolf, after a further analysis of the Instrument, pn> 
ceeds: — 

" This dissertation deKrres to see the Tight, li teat topudjor l^em- 
bathfivm Ikt Iranicri/I (a apographo) o/Joh, MaximU. turn Jaafm, 
. wMii /i?. Ern. von Glaidmrf had allimitd him to uu. Of iu autlMClg 
know nothing certain. At the commeTi cement of (he prelace he 
Ihnl the inventor of the art was the brother of his pDtcrnal great-^ _ 
gtcal-grandtiilher, and, from what I have said while descnbing c; 
■U. in fcl. No. ti [k« p. 7sl I gather ihu luc lur- — *- "^ 
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Fkust. as he is said to have collected, ubont the yrar 1600, all the 
documents which concern this mailer, and to have transcribed rrom 
them the notarial instrument which is added to this Discourse. I may 
be allowed lo add that Joh. Dav. Kohler, formerly Professor at Allorf, 
snd now at Goeltingen, has long ago promised us a treatise, in which 
be will show, from the most nncieut Mentz monuments that Guten- 
berg is the first inventor of this an. and that what Tritheitn relates 
about the lawsuit between him and Faust is not accurate." 

This is the first time that we learn some paiticulars about 
this interesting Discourse, added to which was a transcript 
of the Notarial Instrument It is to be observed, how- 
ever, that we have here of both dociunents a transcript, 
made for von Uffenbach, from the transcript of Jo, Maxim. 
Zuffi Jimgen (bom at Frankfurt a.d. 1^96 ; died there a.d, 
1649), which latter was in the possession of von Glaiiburg. 
All that we can gather from Joh, Chrisloph, Wolfs descrip- 
tion of his collection of documents is that von Glaubui^ 
h&d been in the possession of, or had access to, tivo tran- 
scripts of the notarial instrument ; otit said to have been 
made about 1600 by Joh. Friedr. Faust von Aschaffenburg, 
senior, to serve as an appendix to his autograph MS. of the 
Discourse, and a second made by Joh. Maximil. Zum Jungen, 
which in like manner served as an appendix tu his Iranscripi 
of the Discotirse. 

[IT A personal visit to Hamburg and Frankfurt enables 
me lo sUte three things : (i) that fiie transcript of the Dis- 
course made for Von Uffenbach tn 1715. by an ordinary 
•dibe, from the apographum of Joh. Maxim. Zum Jungen, 
at that lime in the possession of Joh. Ernst von Glauburg, 
is stili preserved at Hamburg (see above, p. 77) ; {%) that 
the apographum itself of Joh. Max. Zum Jungen I saw (in 
October 1880) in the Archives at Frankfurt; but its proper 
place is, I believe, the Frankfurt Town-LJbraiy. It is, if my 
memory serves me right, the last article in a large thick folio 
volume of transcripts, all made (I believe) by Zum Jungen 
himself. (3) That I have been so far unable to ascertain 
the whereabouts of the autograph MS. of Joh. Fr. Faust v. 
Aschaffenburg. ] 

In 1740, Joh. Christian Wolf, the brother of Christopher, 
published, also at Hamburg, his Mon. lypogr., and on 
p. 45a of the first vol. inserted the Discourse in its entirety, 
but translated into Latin. He evidently prints it from the 
transcript which U Benbach had had made for him, and which 
was then, as we have seen, in the possession of his brother 
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Christopher Wolf. Christian Wolf quotes hia brother's 
explanation with regard to the Discourse, and adds : — 

" To me il swiDS very probable tbat the son of Job, Friedr. Fusl 
is the Buthorof tliUaccounI, yfr//, because be deckiei btmseir 'tr> hntc 
caJIecled evarythii^ which hU blessed fathet had accepled froin b» 
psrenls and Bncestots at it were by ears and hand*, and had cammuni 
cated to himself, partly by word a( mouth and partly c<nui^e4 t 
trritia^' and ad^ in tbc margin, ' hiHory of the invention h 
J. F. F. V. A., from the Jiccount o( his ancestors ' ; uc<mdty, becald 
onr author eadeavours to show that Faost was the inreDtor o' " 
typographical art and Gutenbei^ his associate; and supplied him 
money, while Aotbaeus, in Leisnec's Cluauik, p, 437, prodacei aV 
different accrount fiom the MS. of Job. Fiicilr. Faust ueiUing of hilj 
Family ; thirdly, because our author (juotes the Dissertation ol Chri£l 
Besoldus, which was published at Tdbingen in i6at>, while Joh. Friedr. 
Faust died already in 1619," 

Wolf thereupon refers to the List of Frankfurt Senators 
in Lersner's Chronic, p. 381, of which I have spoken 
before ; he further quotes the passage from Senckenbt _" ~ 
preface : Advo(o, £fc. {see above, p. 69), and mentioi 
the three chionicles published by J, Fr. Faust « 
i6ig, and also the passage fottnd at the oii/— but, stra 
to say, not that which is found in the dedication — of t£e 
Lubeck Chronicle (see above, p. 83). 

In Wolf's tcjtt (on p. 471) we read after the Discourse : 
"Sequitur exempliun, fl!C. (see note on p. 76), 
note, Oculis usurp3vi> &:c.," which I have mentioned befb 
(p. 76). It is to be observed from these references t 
Wolf adds to the confusion by calling the document whidE 
he had before him aji original, though we know from h' 
brother's description that what he had actually before h 
at Hamburg was professedly a iransirift made from 1 
transcript. _ 

In 1741, Joh. Dav. Kohler (Ehrenreltung Guttenberg's, 
p. 89), published again the Discoiu'se in German "ex MSSlo. 
Je. Maxiiiiiiani turn Jungm>" The note which Kohler 
adds to his text gives us no further particulars about i 
Discourse He does not say whether he obtained kts a^ 
from the Uflfenbach transcript preserved at Hamburg, whic 
was made from Zum Jnngen's transcript, or directly i; 
the apographum of Zum Jungen, which is said to have been" 
purchased by the Frankfurt Library in 1690 (see Scliaab 
Gcsch. fiuchdruckerk. L 467). One thing is cerUin: 
YJA^x priHiedJrom a Iramcrtpt. ... 
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W«tter, in his G«sqh. der Eriindung der Buchdmcker- 
kunst (Uoioz, 1S26), speaking of the Discourse (ij. 271), 
said thjit — 

ronlaiiifd i 
„ „ , LftlomuS, , 

^ra, Enst voa Glanburg, oad olhen, at prcicnE preseivGd \a the 
Town-libiai; iX Frankfurt. In the second volume of tfais collection 
are found 155 pages containing the Ni/taiilia Fausti 
Frudr. FausI ai Aickaffenburg. The 6th part contains the MSS. of 
J<A. Mu. Zom Jungen. after who«e MS. Fuu 
printed in Kohlers /" 



I 



: has been 

\-Rctturtg." 

It is plain that Wetter, though he often visited the 
FranWurt IJbrary (see V. D. Linde, p. 52»), n 
Uffenbach collection or made inquiries for it ; for his 
references to a "second volume" and a "6th part" show 
that he speaks of the Uffenbach collection preserved at 
Hamburg (!), as may be seen from what has been said above 
(p. 75) with regard to that collection. Wetter printed his 
text from Kohler.T 

In 1878, Dr. Van der Linde was anxious to publish his 
book on Gutenberg. He appears to have been |)erfectly 
satisfied about the Notarial Instrument, though he only 
refers us to « Iraatcript made from a transerifit. As regards 
the Discourse, however, he seems to have whfud to see tht 
origoutl. But he tdls us that he was ill. He therefore 
requested Prot J. Becker, at Frankfurt, to examine the 
MS. volume pomted out by Wetter. Becker replied to Dr. 
Van der Linde (p. 532) that "he had examined the ^o/o^fVia, 
written on 224 pages (not 155, as Welter said), but could 

ra All that I have been able to find at Frankfurt U ( 1 ) " MS. vol. con- 
tainiog, among other things, a transcript of the NctaAiHa Faiuti made for 
Von UfbntNub front 1 know not what MS.; it^ No. 17 of the Fraiik- 
fitft TuwD-Libiaiy, and conUuns nolbiug about printing. (2) A MS. 
volume, 10410. coDtuaing eicerpis from the Collectanea of Joh, Friedr. 
FansI voa AA:hnlTenburg, nmdeby Von USenbach himself in 1711, from 
the vol. wbich in Fault's Collection was marked trith Lit. O. The 
tilltvpagc, written by Voq Uffenbach, rMiu as follows ; " Cefltttanta 
Fnatctifiirlittiia Joh. Frid. Faml ab AsrhafftnhuTg. Vol, IMt. O. nolatum 
(ni'Ai tYro LUI. B). Ejc autDgrapho Faustians quod Dh. /. E. i 
GiauiMrg tetievoli sfcvm commtiniaivii Aanr tibi tefiamficit Z. C. ai 
Uffenkack, MDCCXII mimeJuHiB." The first page commences thus : 
'•Excirpia ex celUclaiias Frid. Fausl ab Aschaff. i MaaiauL FauM 
coep*. in ardinein digeri i May 1625. Sub Litl. O." Von UScDbiwb 
aurrfled ion p. 170) the Diicoitne, and had the Notarial InUmmenl 
coined, in this volume, by Joh. Ernst von Glanburg. This, tberdbre. 
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not find anything Gennan of this kind in it, and that there- 
fore the German Discourse of Faust v. Aschaffenburg must 
be concealed somewhere else among these papers, and that 
these must have been accessible to Kohler." 

Dr. Van det Linde thereupon publishes his book of 
700 pages lai^e 8vo., professing to be based upon 15 docu- 
ments, which he prints, the Latin ones in Roman type, the J 
German ones in the Gothic type, but of none of whicJlJ 
the author had e^-er seen, or ever attempted to see, the 1 
original, not even the transcripts I I 

All the above guesses and speculations as to the &uthor 
of the Discourse were written and in type, when, looking 
by chance into the Appendix to Lersner's Chronica der Stadt 
Franckfurt, all my doubts were removed at once by what 
we there read on p. 21S : — 

"1569. Aug. 5. n[atus). Juh. Frider. FauEt vod AschiLfTcoburc, • 
son of Johinn luid Aaaa Bromm, nuuried, 1592, Mugaiclha Jcckd, 
died i6zi, July 14, at Nleder-KlecQ ; he wroie his own cpiupl^ h 

follows , . ," 



the second part of Florian's Short Chronicle of the" City of Franckfiut 
[this U a mistake of Leisner's], and published in 1619 the FasU IJm- 
bnrgensei, and the Lubeek aod Fianckenbetg Chronicle." 

I think this makes it dear enough that Joh. Friedr. Faust 
V. Aschaflenburg, the elder, died in the middle of the year 
1621, at Niedercleen, the very place from which he dates 
the dedication to the Lubeck Chronicle, As the assertion 
in this dedication harmonises with the assertions in the Dis- 
course as to Faust being the inventor, there is no reason what- 
ever to assert that the son [Joh. Friedr.Jwrote the Discourse, 
who does not even seem to have come into the possession 
of his Cither's papers, as we have seen (p. 73) that Maxim. 
Faust V. A. had ihem in 1641. Consequently, the Discourse 



WM the third transcript of the Instniinenl made bjr Von Glaubun' fat 
Von Uffenbiieh {see fo( ihertw other linnscripls above, pp. 74, 7^). Thl« 
vol. is also in the Town-Library. (3) The transcripl cri the L>isC(iunaQ 
and lostmiQet^t made by Joh. Max. Ziiin J ungen before 1649' ^ 

tranKript I saw (in Oct. iSSo), in the Ftankliul Aichivea as abciv«| 
stated.] 



Was he the Inventor of Printing f 95 




I 



may be safely attributed to Johann Friedrich Faust von 
Aschaffenburg, the Father, the same man who is said to 
hav6 copied, about 1600, the Notarial Inslniment But 
when we do this, we have no choice but to say that the 
etiract from the father's manuscrij>t3, [irinted in Letsner's 
Chronica, in which he renounces the honour of the inven- 
tion for his family, must be a forgery (!) perpetrated by 
some one who had access to the Faust papers. H 

As the foregoing history was written partly before I had 
an opportunity of making researches in Germany and partly 
after my return, and is, therefore, somewhat intricate, it 
will not be superfluous to give a short chronological riSsum^ 
of what we now know to ht/ads with regard to the Notarial 
Instrument of the Law-suit of 5 Nov, r455, and the Dis- 
course on the Invention of Printing, written by Joh. Friedr, 
Faust Ton Aschaffenburg, /Ae (/Ar, between i6ioand 1621. 

AD. 1541. Bergel speaks, for the first time, of a law- 
suit betT»'ecn Fust and Gutenberg, conducted [in the year?] 
before a "timorous tribunal ;" this " horrible process was 
still [in 1541] in the hands of the judge (see above, p. 73). 

AD. 1600, Joh. Friedr. Faust von Aschaffenburg, the 

[^ At Frankfort I learned, from papers written by Fichoit and pre- 
serred in IheCiiy Archives, that the Joh. Fr, Faust von Aschaffenburg, 
who pnhlithed, in 1660, ihe Fraakfurt Chronick, was the lan at 
Mai,im. Faiut tod AscbafTenburg, and we know that the latter was 
the ton of Joh. Friedi. Faust von Aschaffenburg, (he author of the 
IHKOune, who died in 1611; conseqaentl; Joh. Fr. Faust von Aschaf- 
teobarg, lit tUfer, was the ^nuii^'ii/Afror Job. Ft, Faust von Aschaflen- 
twrg, lie yauitger. The latler seems to have enlisted in the Dutch 
■rmy and to have been killed in 1674 at the battle of Graven 

Me«nnan informs us (Orig. typ. 176^, Jl. 216) that " Henr. Christ. 
Baron von Senckenberg tiad sent him a limilar Discourse, which 
AJi, Schrag had added with his own hand to his Dissertation von 
trJhtdHHg der Bttckdnickirty in Srmtburg, Strftssb. 1640, of which 
Schnig declared that it bad been commuQicated to him after (he publi- 
cation of his Essay and had been taken from the aulhenlic doctmientl 
of Ihe Faust Family preserved at Frankfurt on the Main. It varies 
MMDewhal, especially in style, Irom [ihe one usually cited] ; nor a it 
so fiill as rapids certain circumstances, though in substance it comes 
to (he same. Hence we may conclude thai the descendants of Joh. 
Faust altered and amplified it, and that Scbtag bad obtained an older, 
Kohler a more recent, texL" 

] have mqnired of the Libiaiian at the Hague whether this copy of 
Schrag's Dissertation had rome into the Meerman Weslreenen Museum, 
and have been informed that it is tul there. It does not seem to tuvc 
n inserted in the Meerman Sale Catalr^e of 1S14.] 
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eldtr, seems to have been occupied in collecting the papi 
and document of his ancestors. Among them is Said's 
have been the ari^inai of the Helraaspcrger Instrumait Q 
'4SSi ^^^ J- F'- F- "*' A- is alleged to have made a i 
script of il on p. 159 ofa volume, which, in 171*, isdeclu 
to have been marked with Lit O and to be in the possessioh 
of Joh. Erast von Glauburg, at Nieder-Erlenbach, near 
Frankfurt. (See below, a.d. 17I2, and above, pp. 74, 75.) 

A,D. iGtg. In this year J. F. Faust von Aschaflenburg, 
the elder, did not die, as' is asserted by Wolf, Kdhler, V. 
d, Linde, &c. (see above, pp. 83-85), because— 

AD. 1620, April 20, he himself dedicated the Zj/^i"c.twi-A/ 
ChrottUk, edited by him from the compilations of Hans 
Regkman, to the Magistrates of Lubeck, and in this dedi- 
cation he himself ^ves a short account of the Invention of 
Printing, asserting lhat_^fc« Faust invented it at Mentz, 
in 1450, and improved it with the assistance of Peter 
Schalifer von Gemsheim, a clerk, his servant, and afterwards 
his son-in-law. (See above, p. 83.) 

Not before a.d. i6ao, but before July 14, i6ai, the same 
Joh. Friedr. Faust von Aschaffenburg, the elder, compiles a 
lengthy discourse on the Invention of Printing (see above, 
p. 86), frora the old testitnmtia and documents left to him 
by his father and ancestors, in which he repeats his assertion 
of April 20, 1620, thatyii^<i«7^ai>^V was the inventor. ButthiS — 
time he adds ; (i) That his grandfather, Dr. Johann Faus^jfl 
testifies, in a MS. left by him, to having seen the first begi^ 
nings of printing, among them the first part of a Donata. 
(2) ihatJoh.vonGuttenberg, the next-door neighbour of Jdj 
Faust, helped the inventor with money ; (3) that a quai 
arose between them, and the secular court at MhiIe a 
demned'Guttenberg to pay; (and 4) that he added to tl 
Discourse a transcript of the legal instrument, which » .. 
dated a.d. 1455, and related the result of the lBw-5niiL,J 
Thii Discourse was never published by the author hims^^^ 
consequently the public knew, as yet, nothing of tHn 
notarial instrument ; the Discourse was written, il seems, 3 
the codex, marked by Faust v. A. himself with ihe letterB 
(See above, a.d. 1600.) I am unable to say whether ihiP 
codeit is still in existence. For extracts made from it see 
below, A.D. 1631, 1681, 1706, 1711. 

A.D. 1621, July 14 (and nstm 1619), Joh. Friedr. Paust 
von Aschaffenburg, tht elder, dies. (See above, p. 94.) 
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A.D. 163 1. Henr. Salmuth published an edition of Guid. 
I panciroUi Res Memor., pars post, in which he gives, for 
F the first time, an abridged Latin translation of the Dis- 
f course, without mentioning its author's name. The Instru- 
ment of the Law-suit is merely referred to as being then in 
existence. (See above, p. 89.) 

A.n. 1641. Maximilian Faustv. AschalTenburg, the son 

L cf J. Fr. F. V. A,, the elder, says the original pajiers con- 

t ceming the points mentioned in the Discourse are in his 

>Dssession. (See above, p. 93.) 

Before a.d. 1649, Job. Max. Zum Jungen* transcribes the 

f- Discourse, including its appendix (the transcript of the 

I Instrument). This Zum Jungen transcript was, in i7i5,in 

I the possession of J. E, vonGlauburg; in Oct. 1880 I myself 

aw it in the Archives at Frankfurt. (See above, p. 91.) 

A.D. 1650. Jacobus MenteUus declares the Instrument 

I 'Cf which Salmuth speaks (see a.d. 1631) to be "forged and 

\ 'ficdtious," but gives no grounds for his opinion, and had, 

' «vidently, never seen it (We must remember that he 

would naturally object to anything derogatory to the claims 

of his namesake of Strassburg.) (See above, p. 89.) 

A.D. i6£i. PhiL Lud. Aulhaeus publishes a short his- 
tory of the Invention of Printing, and dedicates his little 
work, which is nothing but an abridgment of the Discourse, 
10 two brothers, Joh, Hector and Frid. Jacobus Faust 
V. Aschaflenburg. Authaeus neither mentions the name 
of the author of the Discourse, nor prints the Instrument of 
the Law-suit (See above, p. 90.) 

A.D, 1706, Lersner publishes " Chronick der Stadt 
Frankfurt," and on p. 435 reprints Authaeus' work, but 
refutes it, and professes to quote (see above, p. 8?) from 
the MSS. of J. Fr. Faust v. A, [the eldtrt] a passage in which 
the latter appears as denying that Joh. Faust is the inventor 
of printing. (See above, pp. 83, 86 where it is shown that 
J, Fr. F. V. A. distinctly asserted, on more than one 
occasion, that John Fust was the inventor of printing and 
that he descended from him.) 

A.D. 1711. Joh. Ernst von Glauburg makes two separate 
transcripts of the Instrumenl of the Law-suit for Von Uffen- 
bach, from the transcript which he (von Glaubui^) says was 

il be given ; but 
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made (on fbl. 159 of vol. OX about A.D 1600 (see above) 
by Joh. Friedr. F. v. A. [//te elder], firom the original. (Sec 
above, pp. 74, 75.) These two transcripts are now in the 
Public Library at Hambu^. 

A.D. 171S. Von Uffenbach makes extracts from a vol. 
marked with Lit O, whicli contained Collectanea Franet^ 
fii'iensia Johannis Friderici Faust ab AschaCTenburg, 
was lent to him by Von Glauburg, the latter himself cO] 
ing the insirament in Von Uffenbach's manuscript. ~ 
Uffenbach MS. I myself saw (in Oct. 1880) in the Town 
Library at Frankfurt Von Uffenbach's extract from the 
Discourse and Von Glauburg's transcript of the instrument 
commence on p. 17a (See above, p. 93, note.) 

A.D. 1715. Von Uffenbach had transcribed for him the 
Discouree and the Instrument attached to it from the 
" apographum" oi }6i\. Max. Zum Jungen (see above, a.d. 
1649), lent to him by Joh. Ernst von Glauburg. This Von 
Uffenbach transcript was, in 1736, at Hamburg in the Wotf 
Collection, and it was still there (in the Town Library) in 
SepL 1880. (See above, pp. 77,91.) 

A.D. 1734. Scvckenheig pulilisAes, /or /Ae _firsi time, the 
Instrument of the Law-suit, from (what he calls) the original. 
He does not state whence he obtained it, and I am unable 
to say whether what he used is siill in existence ; I have a 
strong suspicion that he printed from the transcript men- 
tioned above (a.d. 1600). (See above, p. 68.) 

AD. 1736. Joh. CArH/(5»A Wolf publishes a description 
of the collection of MS. volumes, containing letters and 
documents, which he had bought from Z. C. von Uffenbach. 
This collection contained; (i) the iwu transcripts of the 
instrument made in a.d. 171a (see above) by Von Glauburg 
for Von Uffenbach; (i) a transcript of ihe Discourse made 
for Von Uffenbach in 1715, by some copyist, from the 
transcript of Joh. Max. Zum Jungen (made before 1649), 
lent to Von Uffenbach by Joh. Ernst von Glauburg. These 
documents were, in Sept 1880, stiU in the Public Library at 
Hamburg. (See above, pp. 74, 75, 90, 91.) 

AD. 1740. Joh. Christian Wolf publishes his Menu- 
menia Typograpfu'ca, and in it gives, for the first time, tfu 
■tvhote of the Discourse, in a Latin translation, with the 
Instrument attached to it in German, from the transcript 
made for Von Uffenbach, in 171S1 froii tfu transcript of 
Joh. Max. Zum Jungen. (See above, pp. 76, 91.) 
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A.D. 1741. Joh. David Kohler publishes " Ehrenrettung 
CuHenberg's," and in this work prints : (i) the Instrument 
of the Law-suit, from what he calls " the original in fontid 
patenU" which he says he had obtained from a cousin of 
Voa Glauburg (see above, p. 63, nete), not from the latter 
himself, as Kbhler's preface would lead us to suppose ; but 
I am unable to say whether this original from which 
Kohler copied is still in existence ; (a) the Discourse " ex 
MS. Joharmis Max. Zum Jungen," therefore (?), from the 
transcript now preserved in the Frankfurt Archives. (See 
above, p. 92.) 

A-D. 1836. Wetter publishes a book on the Invention 
of Printing, and, from taking no trouble to verify any of the 
documents, is in great confusion as to the whereabouts of 
the Discourse and the Notarbl Instrument. (See above, 
P- 93) 

A,D. 1878. Dr. Van der Linde publishes a book on 
Gutenberg, and, from taking all his documents at second, 
third, at fourth hand, and rarely telling his readers on what 
authoritj'he himself prints any single document, and from not 
investigating a single point in the whole question, his book 
presents, as it could hardly fail to present, a more complete 
chaos on the subject than any of its predecessors. (See his 
book, p. 521 sqq.) 

A.D. i88d, October, I am able to stale that there are 
still in existence in MS. — 

(1) /ft Hamburg in the Tmon IJbrary : 

(a) (in vol. 18*, fol.) the two separate transcripts 
of the Instrument made by Von Glauburg, from 
a transcript in Vol, Lit. O, containing the Col- 
kttama, or Annals of Joh. Fr, Faust v. A. ; 

(b) (in vol a;, quarto) the Uffenbach transcript 
of ihc Discourse with a transcript of the Instru- 
ment attached to it, made in r7is from the 
^^ apographum" of Joh. M. Zum jungen. 

(2) At Frankfurt on the Main, in the Archives : 

(c) the Joh. M. Zum jungen transcript of the Dis- 
course (made from the atitographum 1), and of the 
Notarial Instrument attached to it (made from 
the " apograpkum," of Joh. Fr. Faust, v. A.); 
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(d) at Frankfurt, in tht Town Library in an 
Uffenbach vol. entitled : Collectanea Krancofur- 
tensia Joh. Frid. Faust ab Aschaffenburg ; es- 
cerpts from the Discourse by Von Uffenbach 
(from the Vol. Lit O), with a transcript of the 
Instrument attached to it, made by Von Glau- 
burg {from the Vol. Lit. O). 

(3) At Hochst on the Niddcr, in Baron yon GUnderrod^s 
library : 

(e) several genealogical tables, written by Joh. 
Friedr. Faust von Aschaffenburg, tht elder, from 
which it may be seen that he distinctly ascribes 
the invention of printing to Johan Faust, his 
reputed ajiceslor. (See above, p. 86.) 

A search has yet to be made for 

(1) the original Register of the Mentz Franciscans, 
where the trial is said to have taken place in 
1455 (see p. 68), and which must contain an 
account of the proceedings. 

(2) The aulkentie copy {or copies) of the Notarial In- 
strument, of which we find three distinct traces 
from 1600-1741 ; namely (a) that from which J. 
Fr. Faust v. Aschaffenburg is said to have made 
his transcript, in the Vol Lit O; (*) that from 
which Scnckenberg printed his text in 1734; 
{e) that from which Kohler printed his te« in 
I74r, and which he elsewhere tells us belonged 
toaFrankfijrt cousin of Joh. Ernst von Glauburg. 

(3) The uriginal volume marked with Lit O, in 
which J. Fr. Faust v. Aschaffenburg wrote his Dis- 
course and transcribed the Notarial Instrument.* 

* Aug. Bcraard says in his Origint di I' iiHprimeru, \. 193 {nole) 
that tfae Discourse was " PuklishtdtX Frankfurt in \(aa, in 13"°, under 

the title ! Kclatis de engine lyfographia / dncumattii ad 

Fauslartan de Aickafftnimrg famuiam prrlmmiibus Aaitiia, tie." I 
can find no trace of sacii an edition, and il would be strange, if it had 
existed so early in print, that so nuuiy transcripts have been made of 
the Discourse. The title given by Bernard 10 the DiKOUise is identical 
with thai given to the tnaiserifil preserved al Hamburg, Iroiii which 
the Discourse was puliliahed in Wolfs MmumcHla lyfQgr. i. 451, and 
it is most probable that Bernard did not nrad IVotfs note okrefully, 
and understood Wolf lo speak of a /jvn/rt^ work, Hhetea* he speaks of 
nothing but the MS. preserved at Hamburg. 
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(4) The MS, volume which contained the short 
statement attributed by Lersner (see above, p. 8?) 
to J. Fr. Faust v. Aschaffenburg, tiie eider, and in 
which he is said to reject the honour of the In- 
vention for his ancestor Johan Faust, but which 
1 suspect could not have emanated from him, 
as he has said the contrary over and over again. 
{See above, pp. 83, 86.) 

It will be seen that, at present, all originals are missing. 
Under these circumstances I do not think it advisable to 
reprint the Notarial Instrument from any of the transcripts. 
Dr. Wyss, the Archivist of Darmstadt, expressed to me his 
opinion, that some of the documents, which sliould be pre- 
served at Mentz, must have found their way somehow to 
^Viirtzbui^ or Munich. I visited Wiirt7,burg last October, 
for the purpose of examining two cartularies containing 
transcripts of two Gutenbei^ documents (see below pp. 1 15, 
120), but I had no opportunity to niake further researches 
there, and must leave this task, for the present, to others. 
It will be seen below that Dr. Wyss has already commenced 
his researches, and succeeded in finding at least some 
valuable transcripts. It is not impossible that a proper 
exploration of the German Archives and Libraries may 
have unexpected results. But inquiries of this kind are 
best made by persons residing in Germany, for they de- 
mand time and an intimate knowledge of local institudons, 
which it is not very easy to obtain except by persons living 
in the country itselE 

I conclude this history of the Instrument and the Dis- 
course with a genealogy of both. 
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NOTARIAL INSTRUUENT of 14iSS. 
Ulricus Helmasperger, if we were to take the expression^ 

of Senckenberg and Kohler separately, would seem to have 
supplied Johan Fust with at least three authentic copies ; 
but there is, as 1 have said before, a strong suspicion that 
there never was more that one copy. 



(WTlerei 



'?) I. An original 3. Anorieinal 3. An oririoBll 

which vu ab. A.D. (ued by Scncken> belonging to VoqJ 
1600 in the posses- bo^ in 1734, Glauburg'i 
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the transcript made be- 
fore 1649 by J. M. Zum 
Juiq^, Klticbed to the 
Discouise, now in the 
Fiuik&ul Archives. 

the IncKript nutde by 
Von UHcDbach'sichbe, 
with the Uiscoime at- 
Uchcd to it ; DOW at 
Hunbuij. 



m 

tile three transcripts 
made by too Glauburg 
in 171a for Von UfTen- 
bacb, of which two are 
at Hamburg, and one 
in the Frankfurt town- 
Libraiy in the rol. 
marked B. bj too U(- 
fenbich. 



the text published by 
Wolf in t740 in hu 



n the Frankfiirl Archives. 

I 

the Inuucnpt awde for Von Uffenbach by his scnbe in 

■ 715, with the ttsDscript of the Instnunenl annexed to 

il, and now pttserred in the >Iainbutg Towm Library. 
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15. (XI) An instrument of the notary Ulrich Hel- 
iDosberger, dated 21st June, 1457, recording a. sale of 
the properly of a certain Dielnhenne, an inhabitant of 
Bodenheim, to a purchaser called Johannes Gensfleisch 
junior. Among the witnesses appears, according to 
Schaab's teirt (Erfind. Buchdruckerk. iL 270), Johannet 
Gudenberg. 

It was published, for the first time, by Steph. Alex. 
Wiirdtwein (Bibliotheca Moguntina, Aug. Vindel., 1789, 
4*, p. 329), but, according to Schaab (i. 29, ii. 370), with 
such serious errors, that even the Christian name of Guten- 
berg appears in his text as Petro, whereas the original has 
(according to Schaab) Johe. Schaab {IL cc.) says that he 
had seen a contemporary transcript of the dcxmment, but 
transcribed his own text carefully from the original, which 
formerly had belonged to the Victor-Chapter, but, from the 
Bodmann ColUcitoH had come, and was then (1S30), in the 
Mentz Library. 

Dr. Arthur Wyss, the Darmstadt Archivist, has kindly 
made inquiries for me at Mentz, and wrote to me on the 
9ih of Jan. i83i, that "the original instrument, which is 
undoubtedly genuine, is preserved in the Mentz town- 
library and had been very inaccurately printed by Schaab." 
He himself intends to republish it shortly. 

16. A copy of the Dialogues of Pope Gregory, printed 
at Strasburg about 1470 by Henr. Eggestein, preserved at 
Wilton House, in the Library of the Earl of Pembroke, 
and having at the end a somewhat cleverly fabricated 
imprint, intended to convey the impression that the book 
was primed by "Johan Guttenberg, at Strassburg, in the 
year 1458." 

The first notice of this copy of the Dialogues and i(s 
forged imprint appeared in Samuel Palmer's " General 
history of printing from the first invention of it in . , . 
Mentz . . ." published tn London, partly in 173a and 
partly in 1733. 

In the Appendix (p. ^99), Palmer wnles that (when 
the first part of his work was published) they {i.e. Palmer 
and Lord Pembroke) had not the least ground to conjecture 
that Gutenberg ever practised printing himself. 

" Bui since then ihc noble lord unwilling lo rest saiisfy'd wilh con- 
jeclom, hu ipared no pftini or cosl to infoim himsrlf whelhet there 
wu any impretsion ezt*nt done by GulTenberg, and hat at length pro- 
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As tbe pRsent Eail at P em h ro fc f lindly lent the book in 
T"— *»" eo Six. IhaAhaw, 1 an able to give a descriptioQ 
of K it B Ibe edoian of llie Dologaes of Pope Gregory 
■fialcdbf Hm nwiec No. *7957, and by Bninet, vol. ii. 
coL tTS& ~ It is a fofio of 5S lez^-es, printed in two 

.-.A—. <rf ^^ Mmm^ '™'^. "* t*«*«J«~* typ- ac ihc LudolphuS 

(MofiLMiwies vine Jcsn CfanAi) printed by Eggesteyn in 
i«r4. aad dfamhrd jy Ham ander Na *io39o; by Brunei, 
ToL fi. csi. t>3$. Tbe waik las no signanues, no c3tch- 
wsd^ no BBtai ifirecion. no ponctaUion. except middle 
^d ICMB- point ; it has doable hyphens not extending 
bcycnd tbe Ime, as waUr-ua^ tfae oxhead only. The 
5S Ica^s aic ananged bt 6 qmiEs : a b c d e" f '. 



Iocs J & 4 : Vadam die nhnils qoonl 

dam secula^ tmnnltib} de 



4 

han. ^^^H 

^1 



Oines S4~3S bUaJc) 
EapBcit b"bg qqartus 
Dri^agca (fli)gregorij. 
(Ime^sWik) 
Presens hoc op' bctnin est per Johan. 
GuttcnbeigiiUD apud AigentiQam 
anno millessiiiio cccchriiL 
line 42 blank, and leaf 58 (blank ?) wanting. 
Trons this descriptkn it «iU be seen that the book agrees 
ID mxj respea vith the edition described by Hain, ex- 
cepdi^ of oouse, the last three lines. 

That diese three lines (i.(. tfae &bncated imprint) in 
Lord Pembroke's copy are printed in by hand, in letters 
£0enifg from the type of the book, is evident at first sight. 
And it is also dear at first ught that they are the result of a 
rather devei and yet clumsy forgery. The genuine type of 
the book has been very well imitated, but the forger, who- 
erer be may be, did not take or was unable to take account 
of the old and blunted condition, and the exact size, of this 
genube type, and consequently manufactured a new anid 
shghtly larger type than the old one. It is true, the siie of 
the forged letter is vtry slightly larger, but the difference g 
the two sizes is yet perceptible. 
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Schoepflin, whose " Vindiciae typographiae " appeared in 
1760, mentioning Palmer's work, writes (p. 40) that he had 
himself 



1 the Pembroke Libmyio 1738, Gve fears berate Palmer 
published his work, and had, in the constanl compan; of Maittaire, 
several times inspected its chief books, but the DialogHiSt printed, as 
l^mer »saaitA, hf Gutenberg, had escaped bis eyes, though the Earl 
and Maittaire would have pointed out such a book above all olheis to a 
StiasbutE scholar. Therefore, the book was probably already at that 
time regaided as spurious, or if the Pembroke Library acquired it after 
(i^aS) it is none tbelesi spurious; to which an inexperienced impoilor 
added s mbric " 

In a note Schoepflin adds : 



I 



As Lord Pembroke bought the book between 173a and 
1733 (before Jan. 1733), ii is quite natural that Schoepflin 
did not find it in 1728. 

Bernard (Ori^e de Timprimerie, i. 150) speaking of this 
copy, says 

"Palinei a^eerls that he saw in the Library of Lord Pembroke an 
edition of the Dialogue oj Popi Gregory, a1 the end of which the nibri- 
calor had written in red (avail icril en Toi^e) ; ' Prcsens hoc opus- 
culom bclum est per JohannemGulenbei^um, apud Argentiniin, anno 
milleiima cccclviii.' But Schoepflin declares that he never >uiw this 
bocjc, though he had, ia the company of Mailiaiie, carefuUji explored 
(be Pembroke library, &c." 

Bernard is not quite correct here. Palmer speaks 
(p. 300) of "red letters," but says nothing of their being 
written. Schoepflin (1. c)uses the words "genuina siforet 
epigraphc, calci ejus (i.e, the book) nibro colore adjecta his 
verbis." 

It must be observed that within a few months after the 
purchase and printed description of the book, both the 
Earl of Pembroke and Palmer died ; hence the break in the 
history of this palpable forgery. 

Dr. Van der Ltnde, speaking, on p. 182, of ibis forgery, 
and of another, also in Ix>rd Pembroke's Library (see 
Palmer's work, 3rd Book, 3td chapter, Westminster), 
attributes them to Palmer himself and calls him a deceiver 
{htirii^er), but there is no foundation for such a charge 
either in ihe one case or the other. 

17, A document dated (<i« sand niargreiten dag dfr 
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heiligtn Junck/rawat, i.^., on the day of St, Margaret, tl 
holy virgin, i.e.) July zo, 1459, made like letters pati 
with four seals, &c., appended to it {ausgfferligt 
Urkundoiform mil vier anhangeniien Insiegltn, Schaab 
39). It represents brothers, called iftnne Gentsfieisch von 
Sulgelotk genannt Gudinberg, and Friele Genssfleisch, 
as relinquishing, on St. Margaret's-day, 14391 at the advice 
and with the consent of their relatives Hennc, Friele, and 
Pedinnanne, all claims to whatever their sister Hebele had 
brought with her into the Convent Reichenklaren, and 
Henne Genssfleisch in particular promises that the books 
which he has given to the library of the convent shaU 
always belong to ii, and that he will give to the same library 
all the books which he, Henne, has caused to be printed, 
and may print in fiiture. 

In 1830 Schaab (Erf. der Buchdr. L 30) informs us that; 
Fischer{Beschreib. typogr. Seltenh., i8oo, L, p, 42) ■ 
first who made this document known in the German langui 
of the original from a transcript which be had receiv 
from Prof. Bodroann, who pretended to have discovered 'A in 
the Archives of the University of Mentz. In 1801 Oberlin 
gave a French translation of it (Essai d'annal. de la vie de 
Gutenberg, 4), and only remarked (p. 3) that Bodmann 
had discovered it. Fischer reprinted the German text in 
his Essai sur les mon. typogr., 46, and added Oberlin's 
translation. It was frequently reprinted by later authors 
on Gutenberg, but Schaab (L 34) declares it to he one of 
Prof. Bodmann's forgeries, and Dr. Van der Linde (p. rg) 
agrees with him. See for other forgeries of the same 
Professor documents 1, 13. 

iS. (XIII,) A letter, dated April 10, 1461, from the 
Chapter of Sl Thomas at Strassburg to the Secular Court at 
Rottweil, by which they authorize Michel Rosemberg, the 
procurator of that Court, to bring an action against "Johann 
Guttemberg'' for the money he owed them. 

A copy of this letter was discovered in 1841 by 
C. Schmidt, of Strassburg, in the Archives of the Chapti 
St Thomas of that city, and published by him in the same 
year (Nouv. dilails sur la vie de Gutenberg, tires des Ar- 
chives de tancien Chapitre de St. Thomas d Strasbourg, 8vo„ 
Strasbourg, 1841). Compare what has been said under 
document No. 10 (p. 60). 

19. (XIV,) Some items in an account-book of the sai 
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Chapter of 1461, in which the expenses are specified which 
the Chapter incurred through their action taken against 
Martin Brechter and Gutenberg, The result of the proceed- 
ings of the Chapter is not known. Prof. Schmidt says that 
we should have to search for the documents in the Archives 
of the Aulic Chamber, which was dissolved in 1 7S7. In any 
case the Chapter obtained nothing, either from Gutenberg 
or from M. Brechter, because both appear from 1458-1474 
as non-paying ; commencing with 1468 vacai is found 
after their names. In 1467 M. Brechter was arrested at 
Hagenau at an additional cost to the Chapter of seven 
shillmgs, and in 1474 the items were noUced as lost, though 
the Chapter spent again one-and-eightpence in summoning 
M. Brechter. But after this year they arc no longer men- 
tioned. Cf. C. Schimiil, NouT. dilails sur la vie <le Gutenberg, 
&'c., and Ze Bibliographi Alsadtn de 1869, Strasb., 8vo. 
Compare what has been said under document No. 10. 

ao. A so-called rubric in a "Tractatus de celebratiooe 
missaram secundum frequentiorem cursum diocesis ma- 
gun tinensis." 

A copy of this work is said to have been transferred, in 
1781, firom the Carthusian Monastery near Mentz to the 
University Library of that town. Gotthelf Fischer, who 
gives the title (Essai sur Us movumens typngr. de Jean 
Gutenherg, Mayenee [iSoa]^, p. 81 ; and Typogr. SelteaA., 
1803, iv. 18), asserts that m this hbrary he discovered it 
bound in one volume with a number of MS. tracts, and 
that the rubricator had written on it with red ink : 
Carthusia prope Maguntm possidet ex Iber 
donacdne Joanis dicti a bono monle opuscu 
mira sua arte sc e Johannis Nummeister 
cleric confectu. Anno din M° cccc° 
LXiij riij kal Jul (= 19 Juni 1463) 
No one seems to have seen this Mentz copy after Fischer. 
Bernard says (On'g, de rimpr., i. 204), that the book could 
not be found in 1S51 by the then librarian and that he wrote 
to Fischer, who replied from Moscow (3-15 April, 1851): 
" Non-seulement j'ai vu de mes propres yeux TinscriptioD ; 
mais I'ouvrage doit se trouver encore ^ la bibliothtque [de 
|i Mayenee] ; il est rfuni, dans un volume en 4°, k plusieurs 

I^H autres traits." 
^B Or. Arthur Wyss, the Darmstadt Archivist, \ 
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i to inquire for me at Mentz, and in Jan. ; 

le that hitherto the Mentz Librarian had been unaMc 

to find the Traclatus. Wyss has, however, on this occasion 

discovered a copy of this work in the Darmstadt Hof 

library, but without any rabrics. 

Fischer has given (Essai, p. 78) a facsimfle of the two 

I types (i, church type, used for the rubrics ; x, used for the 

text) employed in the Tractatus. That used for the text 

was employed for printing 6 other tracts, which have 

since come to light from time to time. As one of these 

tracts has the place of printing, namely Mogunlia (Meaiz), 

in the imprint, we are enabled to ascribe them all to this 

t city, and as another (a Prognostication) is said to have 

' been printed for the year 1460, this would enable us to fix 

, the appraximate date of the printer, whose productions we 

may group in the following way ; 

i) A Prognostication or Kalendar said to be forihe year 

I [Mcccc]lx, there/ore printed in 1459, described by Fischer 

(Typogr. Seltenh. vi. 69). According to Bernard {i. 206) 

six leaves remaining of this tract could not be found 

1 in the Darmstadt Museum when he was writing his book 

I ^1855), but it has since turned up as it is mentioned (as 

"Calender von 1460") in Waltber's Beitrage zur Kenntniss 

der Hofbibliothek za Darmstadt 8°. Darmstadt. 1867, 

p. 88. 

a) Hermann! de Saldis [Schildis] Speculum Sacerdotum. 
16 leaves, 4°, 30 even lines on a page, with hyphens, no 
printed initials, no initial directors, no signatures. It has 
the imprint : Speculum prrt:larum iprorum sacerdotum a 
pa||tre Hermanno de saldis sacre theglogie profes-ljsore : 
ordinis heremitaruw sancti Auguj//nieaituni.|] maguntiequf 
} imp'Yssum feliciter 6nit.|| 

Fischer has described it in his Typogr. Seltenh. iv. 14. 
[ A copy is in the Library at Munich, described by Hain, 
"0. •i4Sr9. A stcend copy ts preserved in the Paris 
ibtary; cf. "Notice des objets expo3&," issued by the 
Department of the printed books, Paris, 1878 ; p. 15, No. 
48 ; Bernard, Orig. de I'impr. i. 209. A third copy is in 
the possession of the Rev. John Fuller Russell, London. 

3) Tractatus de celebratione missarum secundum fre- 
quentiorem cursum diocests maguntinensis. 

The copy, which is said to contain the rubric of which 
we treat, should be in the Mentz Library. Another 
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copy has now been faimd at Darmstadt, but without any 
rubric. From this latter copy I have taken the following 
description ; 

It M composed afjoleives (abc'~), with sSeven lines (of the snuLtl 
type) on a page ; do signatures with hnihens ; no space led for 
iutiaU (all printed). Types: I (rubrics); 3 (text). 
leaf J*: Id present! libello stinenlur aliqua pro 

cebrBc6ae (sic) missarfi scdm fre<jTiiioic cnrsu dio> 

cews magiintiE , directoria p pie ex regislro 

otdinano et p pte ex quibuii^ exptis psbii 

tens dusde dioceds collecta et p □ouetlis et 

runlibj dericia expientuun pleoBm eorudej 

non habentibU5 hie bteuiler annotata. Sal 

uis tamen cuimcuq, eccie consuetudiDibiu. 
leaf 36^ ti 14 1 

ne riiiit et regnal. Amen, 

4) A work in German, treating of the necessity of 
councils and the manner of holding them. It is composed 
of 7\ (ab c*) leaves, 4°, 31 mostly even lines on a page, 
with hyphens, with initials printed in (except the I on the 
first page), no signatures, no imprint. It is mentioned by 
Van Praet in his Catalogut in folio (1813), P- 34- Bernard 
(Orig. de rimprimerie, i. 109) avowed that he was unable to 
see the book (in i S53), as it could not be found in the Paris 
Library. Dr. Van der Linde also says that it could not be 
found. But it is now mentioned in the " Notice des 
objets exposds," Paris, 1878, p. 15, No. 47, and I myself 
examined it on the 13th July, 1881. The first Une runs : 
[]]S ist noit das dicke vnd vil Concilia werden||. 

5) Dyalogus inter Hugonem, Cathonem et Oliverium 
super libertale ecclesiastica. Described by Fischer (Typogr. 
Seltenh. vi 74). A copy of it is preserved in the Darm- 
stadt Grand-ducal Library (see WaJther's Beitriige, p. 88) ; 
another in the Munich Library (see Hain, No. '6140). A 
third has recently been acquired by the Paris National 
Library (Acquisition, No. 84697). It is composed of ao 
leaves (a b"; first and last blank), 4°, 30-33 even tines on 
a page; initials printed in, except on first page; with 
hyphens ; no signatures. 

6) Sifiridus de Arena, Episcop. Circns. Determinatio 
duaium quaestionum. a6 leaves (a'* b c^). 4°. 

Copies of it are preser%-ed i) in the Munidi Library, 
described by Hain, *i47J3 ; a) in the University Library 
of Cambridge; 3) in the Brit. Mus,, Press-mark 690. d. 33, 
No. I (see nejtt title); 4) in the Wolfenbiiltel Library (Press- 
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mark 177. L Th); 5) in the possession of the Rev. Jol 
Fuller Russell, London. 

7) Sifridus de Arena, &c. Responsio ad qui 
quaestioncs sibi proposilas. 10 (a'*) leaves. 4°. 

A copy of this tract is preserved in the Munich Libra 
and described by Hain •14724 ; another in the Universiqj 
Library of Cambridge, which is bound up together with 1 
copy of the preceding fract; a //«Vi/ copy is in the Brit Mm 
(pressra 69o.d. 33, No. 2), which also is bound up with a co[_ 
of the preceding tract The Brit. Mus. copy has, moreover,i 
year written in in three places, namely (1) 1456 on the top qT 
the first page in a modern hand ; {i) apparently 1465 unde 
the imprint of the Determinatto, where also Isenburg 6 
written in red with a hand of the 15th cent ; (3) at t" 
end of the second tract either 1446 or 1456 ; but in i 
three instances the date has been tampered ' 
the numerals 14 alone are plainly visible. K fourth copy id 
in the Wolfenbiittel Library (Pressmark 177. i. Th), bouiu 
up with a copy of the preceding tract The copy of tt 
preceding tract of the Rev. John Fuller Russell, Londoqj 
has not the Responsiones. 

As regards the printer of these tracts nothing certain ij 
known. The so-called rubrication in the " Tractaius " * 
been variously interpreted by those who believed ii 
Bernard would read (u 204) scientia etutm for sc e a 
translate : " La Chartreuse prfes de Mayence tient de la^ 
liberalitfi de Jean Gutenberg ce livre, produit de son art et 
de la science de Jean Nummeister, clerc." Van Praet 
(Catal., in foL p. 33) prints (according to Bernard, L 304) 
"Mira sua arte p." (/.<. per), which would ascribe the 
printing to Nummeister alone ; but Van Praet evidently 
altered Fischer's rubric, merely to make it suit a plausible 
interpretadon. Others would read hcUiui e/, though c for 
el is not usual. 

Hain, describing the Tractatus (4833) added : " Mt^un- 
tiae Joh. Nummeister cleric a. 1463. 13 KaL JuL Sic 
docet subscriptio cuidam exemplo calamo apposita, atvaldt 

To Helbig {Bulletin du Bibliophile Beige, torn. xviiL <i86s]u 
3° Sdrie, tom. ix, p. 41, 42) the rubrication appeared mort 
than suspicious. 

Dr. Van der Lindc remarks (p. 56) : 

"The ■nthentidiy of (the above] noi« is highly suspicioitt; (■] tl 
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Litiniiing of Culenberg's name docs not occur anywhere so esriv. 
(z) The date Bfrces ill with the catastrophe of 1461. (3) The dii- 
covcrcc ims, alls 1 a friend of Bodmann. {4) Fischer says {iv. 10, 
Ti. 69) : I have camed this important ioscription to be engraved ; it 
will contribute not a little to the completion of a second edition of m; 
' Essai.' This second edition never appeared, and ihoi^jh Fischer 
published afterwards two parts of his Sellenhdlfn with facumiles. he 
made, alas I nouseofthis 'impoTtuil ioscriptton,' and only remarks 
(*■- 75) 'hat no one who had examined these objects (the printed 
colopbni in the Speculum Sacerdoluro ; imfrtisumqut MaguntU — 
and the MS. note in the Celebratio mi^isanun of 1463) would pre- 
tend that they are false. — It letoains always bod that this pretended 
donation reminds ns at once of the donution of 14^9 to the CoD' 
vent of S. Clam, which was also invented by Bodmann." 

In spite of Dr, Van der Linde's suspicion, he ascribes 
this group of books to Gutenberg, and even prints the 
colophon of the Speculum in very neat Gothic type, pro- 
bably to make it look all the more impressive. 

% After having recorded everything of importance said 
on the above rubric, I wish to say something myself. On 
the 3rd October 18S1 I visited Darmstadt, for the purpose 
of describing, for the present work, the ProgttostUation or 
Kaletuiar, which is said to have the printed date [Mccccjbt. 
I found only four leaves, not six as Bernard, following 
Fischer (i. 206), says, and it is evident from Fischer's de- 
scription (Typogr. Sell, vl 69) that he never had more 
than four prinUd leaves before him, though he speaks of 
Hx leaves. Fischer declares that Herr Podozzi, a dealer 
in works of art, discovered the leaves in the binding of a 
book and forwarded them to him for inspection. The tract 
is printed in the two types figured by Fischer in his Essai 
sur let mottumtns typogr, de Jean Gutenberg. 

I copied, without any suspicion, the first four lines as 
follows : 

ParlLcuIa prima de dno xni et significatis eiiK ad 



So far alt was in accordance with Fischer's description. 
But a mere child could see that after the !x. in the fourth 
line, there were more numerals, which had been rather 
carelessly scratched out With my naked eye I could 
discern Ixx-ii. What there was between the second k and 
the units (here represented by -) I could not decipher at 
once. In this uncertainty it occurred to me to read the 
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text, because, I thought, a Prognostication is likely to con- 
tain some allusion to an event or person, which might give 
me some clue to the date. I was not disappointed The 
last two lines of the verso of the second leaf run as follows: 



Pay>a Six! us 



uboaa 



I asked for a book which could give me the reigns of 
the popes. Potthasl was brought to me. Eh bien ! Pope 
Sixtus IV, was elected Aug. 9, 1471; consecrated Aug. 25 
following ; he died Aug. 1 2, 1484. 

I now examined the spot where the scratching had taken 
place once more, and read without hesitation IxxxJL 
After the date something more, which concludes the line, 
has been scratched out, and again one or two letters at the 
commencement of the 5th line, but I am unable to say 
what it is. 

Is this plain enough ? I think it is. 

This discoverj- makes it clear: i) that Ihe so-called 

Prognostication for 1460 is, in reality, a Prognostication for 

' 1482 and has, consequently, been printed in 1481 ; — a) 

[ dial the rubricalion in the "Tractatus" must be a forgery, 

I if it ever has existed at all.* 

That Fischer asserted, in 1804, that the Kalendar 
(^ Prognostication) had the printed date (14)60, may now 
be passed over without comment ; but thai Dr. Walther, 
the Librarian of Darmstadt, could describe it, in 1867, in 
his Beitra^e zur ndkeren Kmntniss der Hofbibliothtk su 
Dannstadl (p. 88), as the "Calender von 1460" is rather 
too bad. The numerals have so clumsily been scratched 
out that the detection of the fraud did not require ex- 
perience or strong eyes. 

The Vio forgeries, in connexion with this group of books, 
cannot this time be ascribed to Bodmann. Fischer says that 
he himself discovered the Tractatus with the rubrication ; 
and the Prognostication was, at all events, sent to him for 
inspection. 

* I have said above that a copy of the "Tiactatiu" was lalelj 
foand at Dannsudi, witbout ■ rubric. Could [his be the very copy 
which Fischer had before him ? Fischer's Library was transferred to 
Ihe Darmstadt Ubrarv, and it is jusi possible that he inlendeJ \o 
bbiicate the rubrication, and with this idea in his mind published ll in 
J advance. 
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1 need not add Ihat hcoceforth ihe seven books described 
above can no loager be mentioned in connexion with 
Gutenberg, as they must be grouped round tht true date 
(1481) of the Prognostication, 

. Before leaving this subject I may mention that I have 
(oimd in the Library at Mentz an eighth work, printed in 

^ the same types, and therefore belonging to the same set of 
books. It is a folio book of 236 leaves (collation : a'^ b 
cdefghi klranopqrsluxyzABc^D"'K*F*), in 
2 columns of 41 (not always) even lines. It has double 
hyphisis, but no signatures, and all initials are printed in, 
except the A with which the text commences. Types : 
1 (rubrics); a (text). 

Leaf I* blank I leaf I*- Nach dem vnd ein yglich menscb dem 
gesetze VDlerdB&ig||se>4 soli als geschrieben sleet S. dele, et senaCus 
COD. 1. ii. rDdei<|(&c. 17 lines in all); lc:af 2**: Hemacli volgen die 
Tlleljtdis buchs ia rcchtei ardeaugli : leaf 7'^, line 35 : vrteyl gebe 
bat. . cdxriij.ll ; lines 36^1 and leaf 7" bla.nk ; leaf 8" (in the Rtge 
tn>«) : [A] Clio de bijs \ in frauUdem creditorum.liwan dec .schnldencnl 
in Tnlrewe tcios creKI etc.; leaf 335^ line 7: pamis et restitutii tell; 
lines 8-10 blank ; li. 11 : 11 ie enden sich i^e clsgenltvnd nutiUche lere 
dis' sudeHlichen bacha aiu' ecmeynenll beschriebcacD recbten dct 
kejilserlichen gc^tz vB den haubtil budiem ori^nalib' in laleinll 
Pandeclarfl. if. C. vnd inElit'.[|gezugen. so vil Tnd der zull^c &c.; 
leaf 2315 blank. 

The work has no natne of author ; no printer's name, no 
place of printing, no date. The place of printing must, of 
course, beMenlz. Hain has described this edition underNo. 
*37'7; its title is; Si:h3S,t\axihxaat,JiUAterlu/urKlagspiegeI 
01 Neu geteuUcht Rechtbuck. Hain mentions no less than 
jive editions of this wort printed before 1 500, of which the 
British Museum has (a) No. '3736, without date (pressmark: 
5510. ce); (b) No. "3729 (pressmark : 5310. dd), printed at 
Augsburg, 1497 ; (c) No. "3730 (pressmark : 5^07. f ), printed 
at Augsburg, 1500. Panzer (Anna len der altern deulschen 
LitteratUT, p. 33), points out that, in 1516, Brant published 
the work again, recast and corrected, under the title : Der 
Jiiehterliek Clagspifgfl ; this work he mentions on p. 389. 
The British Museum (pressmaik: 708. h. 19) has an 
edition published under this title at Sirassburg, J536. The 
pstticulai edition described by Panzer I have not been 
able to find 

The above Mentz edition appears to me to be the editio 
" 'w^j, but even if we give it this place of honour, the 
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date of its printing cannot be far from 1490, as Sebast 
Brandt was born at Strassburg in 14S8. Therefore Ms 
book alone would demolish the Gutenberg story with regard 
to this RToup of books.' All the circumstances connected _ 
with this rubricalion and the Prognostication show hoiP 
little the Germans have hitherto done in the Gutenbe 
case. It seems to suit them to reprint the old documeni 
and to repeat old stories without even looking a 
which they have ready at their elbow. 

A copy of the book in question may be seen in the Britii 
Museum (King's Library, Pressmark : C. 8. i. 4)in as got 
a preservation as that which I saw at Mentz. The Museia 
copy seems to have been in the possession of Alex. Hoi 
lettering on the back has ; " Moguntiae per Jo. Guttenbc 
but the British Museum Catalo^e has, by accident,* 
approitimately right date [1490?]. 

»i (XV). A decree of the Elector Adolf 11., date 
18 Jan., 1465, bjr which he appoints " Jobann Gudenbetg 
on account of his grateful and willing service, his s 
and courtier (AMener und hoffgesind) for life, promising \ 
supply him with clothing, and each year ao matter Korf 
and ifiidcrwim." 

This decree was published by Geo. Chr. Joannis, Script 
rer. Mogunt. (1727), iii. p. 424, without saying a word 1 
to whence he obtained this document. Job. Dav, Kohle^ 
Ehren-Rettung (1741), p. 100, published it again withoi' 
telling us whence h^ obtained it, not even mentioning" 
Joannis. Later authors republished it, quoting Joannis ns 
their source. Dr. Van der Ltndc mentions (p 526) 
Joannis and Kohler, but prints his text apparently from 
Joannis. Cf. Schaab, Erfind. der Buchdruckerk. l 48, 
60, 47 a. 

When I was at Hamburg in September, i88r, I found 



* When the Britiih Museam catalogue U correcl with respect to the 
Incunabulu, it is a mere Mddeni. In the preieat iustance Stnuitirg 
is Biven in the Catalogue as Ihe place of prinling, and the following 
note lias been appended lo the raltitr clabomte tli^acriptioo of the title 
of the book : "Without register, pagination, or catchwords, prinleil in 
double colamnt with type resembling (sic) thai of the Speculum Sacer- 
itotum of Hcnnannos de Salis (sic) and of Ihe Tractatus de cdebiatiooe 
tui^joium said lo be prinlBl by tiutenberg." 

This is a bad note ! Every one seems lo lose his head when d 
with Gutcnl>ei^. 
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in one of the MS. Volumes of the Uflenbach collection 
(No. xxxvii Uffenbach = xxvi Wolf), preserved in the 
Tom Library, a tramcrifit of the decree made by Uffen- 
bach's amanuensis in this volume, to which Uffenbach 
himself wrote the title : " CI- Vironim Epistolae vahae quas 
ex autogiaphis ab amicis benevole concessis per amanu- 
enses describi fecit Z. C. ab Uffenbach MDCCXVIl seq. 
annis." The transcript of the decree is No. 74 in the MS^ 
volume, and it agrees wilh the text published by joannis, 
Koliler, and Van der Linde, except that it has after ; 
Hoffgesind Kleyden the additional words: "werden, tu 
iglicfien Zyten, glich unsern EdeUn Kleyden" which had 
probably been omitted by Joannis, and consequently by 
Kohler, &c. 

I am unable to say whence Uffenbach procured his 
transcript It is immediately followed by a transcript of 
document No. 14 (q.v.), under which is written in this 
same volume " Ex Lib. ii- Adolf AEp. p. 85." 

Dr. Arthur Wyss, the Darmstadt Archivist, informed me 
00 the 9th Feb. 1881 that he had traced a contemporary 
transcript of this document and of No. 24 (below) in a 
Mentz-Aschaffenburg Copial-Buch, at present preserved in 
the Archives at Wiirzburg, He told me that the texts 
published by Joannis and Kohler were derived from the 
same source, but are not correct and that he will publish 
them anew. 

On the nth Oct 1881 I visited VVurzburg for the pur- 
pose of examining this volume to which Dr. Wyss had 
called my attention. It is a large folio Cartulary, of 415 
vellum leaves, which seems to have been compiled in the 
chancery of the Mentr Archbishop AdolC On the back 
of the binding (which is quite recent) it bears the title 
(equally recent) : 

^- 30. AV/, Atckiv Winiurg 
30- 

The date of the documents entered (not always in strictly 
chronological order) in this volume range from 1463 till 
1468. They are all api>arently written consecutively by the 
tame scribe, the Cartulary must, therefore, have been com- 
menced after the last-named year ; ihe headings or rubrics 
of most of the documents have been added by another hand. 
Ii seems that, before the copyist commenced, he had num- 
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bertd quires ready for his use, but other leaves have been in- 
serted, so that the new numbering (which is of recent dale) 
differs considerably from the old, which does not appear 
to go further than cccxiiij. Documents with the dale 1465 
begin to occur on fol. 169, and the tramcript of ih& Decree 
of which we treat is found on fol. 172 (new numbering) or 
foL cxxv (old numbering). The index to the vol. was 
written at the end of the 17th or beginning of the iSth 
century. I have found no grounds lo suspect the genuine- 
ness of the cartulary tnwhich this tranuript is preserved. 

Dr. Arthur VVyss has explained to me the reason why 
these Cartuiaries are at present preserved at WiirzbQi| 
When the Menti Electorate, to the Archives of which If 
volumes belonged, was abolished, the Cartularies had b 
already transferred, for greater security, to Aschaffenbui 
When the latter place was anDe:fed to Bavaria, this ktngdc 
also appropriated the Menti Archivalia. The earlier doc 
merits were transferred to the Munich Archives ; the / 
and Carlularies to the Archives at Wiirzburg, 

a2 (XVI). An entry in an A nniversarium of the Zfomin 
Church at Mayence, at the and of Feb. [1468] which, a 
expansion of the contractions, runs thus : "Obtit domim 
Johannn zum Ginsefleis cum duabus candelis sup^r lapidt 
prcpe cadedram predicantis habens arma Ginsefleis." 

VaL Ferd. Gudenus, Cod. diplom. (1747), ii. p. 524, i 
Syllabus veterum Moguntiae Curiarum sive Aedium, i 
the following entry ; 

"Anniv. D, Johannis txm Geiurficisch, cum dnabis candelis Bnp*r 
■■[lideni prope calbcdram . ., habens arma Genttleuch. M. Sep!. 
Aiiniv. Dne Killcrgin ; filia Johannis Berwolll, uxor Jobanius Gcbs- 
flei&ch . . que iscel sub . . pedibus . . Ruppcls zurn Clenuii. Et 
lubel . . (luas imagices sculptas &iclipea5, scil.coniua& SdioUen," 

This entry had never been applied to Gutenberg until 
Bockenheimer published his "Gutenberg'sGrabstatte(Mainz, 
1876)." He had on the Saturday before A Vhiisuntide, 1S76, 
discovered the Anniversarium, from which Gudenus evi- 
dently had copied his entry. According to Bockenheimer 
(p. 11), the Anniversarium must have been commenced 
in the four first decades of the 15th century (on p. iS 
he specifies bettt-een the years 1430-1440), as he found 
that previous deaths were briefly entered by one hand 
and thence onward till the middle of the tSch century d 
events arc properly noticed by a later hand. T 
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eluded from this entry that Gutenberg was not buried in 
the Franciscan/ but Dominican Church, under the chanceL 
The latter convent was burnt down in Juiy, 1793. On its 
site was erected a fruit-hail, which also was burnt down in 
1875. This latter event, says Dr. Van der Unde (p. 76), 
would probably enable us to find out the spot whcrt " the 
mortal remains of the immortal master rest" 

It has now been shown by Dr. Schenk zu Schweinsberg, 
the chief Archivist of Darmstadt, thai the entry in the 
Aimtversarium, as read by Gudenus and Bockenheimer, 
has no connexion whatever with Joh. Gutenberg. In an 
Essay published in the "Archiv des histor. Vereins fur 
das Grossh, Hessen" (vol. 15, pp. 337-35?). Di"- Schenk 
gives the result of his examination of the original Anni- 
veraarium, which is preserved in the Registry of the 
" Deputation fiir die Armen- und Krankenpdege " at Mentz. 
The above entry, he says, is 

"ictually found on the leaf numbered ix, written by a scribe who 
■Iso wrote two other enlHes with the dates t6 Febr. and r6 Oct. 1473, 
and a third, of Jan. 28, 146a; but it is merely ^refitilien of an fniry 
tuhUh may In ittn immidiaUiy aievt it oh Ike samr day, and which, 
LatiDg partly been rubbed out, Is perhaps nol quite legible to inex- 
perienced cyei." 

This original entry Dr. Schenk was able to read with his 
naked eyes, but he took the precaution of using some 
reagent, and read as follows : — 

" Obiit Dominus Johannes mm Ginsefleis, Cam duabus caodelis et 
qnataor lutninibu!!, decujus ex parte conventusdebelhabeiei nmrcbam, 
adbuc Don babemni." 

ABOther entry at the 27th of Sept. runs : — 

"DomiDe Kettergin, lilia Johannis BerwoIfB, uxor JohannU Ginu- 
Betach, cam qnatuor luminibuji et duabus candelis, que iocet sub lapide 
jaceuti sub pedibus kpidis Ruppeis czum Cleman, el primus lapis 
langit cum iwdibus sedes sub ymagine vii^nis gioriose et babet eciam 
duas jmagines sculptai et duos clippeos, scilicet coniaa et Schotlcn." 

So far the entries had been made, says Dr. Schenk, in a 
broad, distinct hand, which, when the Necrologium was 
commenced, wrote out all the anniversaries which were still 
to be odcbrated. But after the last-mentioned entry, a later 
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Rojuuc DmnCTO 
' by Bock. 

faiAd «e fav), bcAn the feast of F^ 
4 kUcr E, spd die fan and oolr eaxwj 



De. Sffc*** MfiMi t th^ fi^fwa teal of ttM- 
fin^ Lb Ae povn who canmaiced it, and 

woe tt3 In be cddmed, cmciiMie^ hii wotk liD 1 
tiH 14x1, or [lahata t3 14*3, xt wlucli -jtax d 
flcens Id be abcMdj at «odL As the first sc " 
tbe tvo «r^;BM/ cBtnes qnoted above, it is c 
refer to p e n on s vtao vese dead bdbfc his d 
codd Ibic aotfait^ ti> do wtth GmcDbag. 
~ - • - j in tbe Necaologium is, Dr. Scbenk 

St Iftclj dte cnDd-nncle of GoteubcT^ who occura 
» 1385-1405. 
I (iear that Dr. Scbenk has proved I 
pant, and Aat Gotcnbag was not btnied b - - - - 
**"■* Tlieie remains, t haefu i c , the assumption tl 
was boned in the Frmtasotm cfaurcb at Mentz. Dr. S 
is of optmoo that tins aKmoptioa tests " _ _ 
But hoe wc meet with another difficohjr. An epitaph 
Gatenbog, appamtir compos e d by a kinvnan of t' 
Adam Gdthos, was pubbshed in 1499 at Hi " 
Ibe end of a little voik issued by the Hei 
fessonin ■oetnoiT of PraC Manfliiisdelngben,^ 
of their Unimsity. In this epitaph the " aitis n 
TEpeiur," or " mvoitor,'* is c^led " Joamiis Get 
and it is said that "ossa eius in ecclesia dii-i Frafu^{\ 
Magnittiia fcelidter cobam." The reason why this epitapl 
abcmid have been poblished at the end of this woi' 
idiich has do coodcxiod with piinting or with Gutenberg, ij 
not quite clear. But as it is followed by the »^l-k 
epigram " Foellx amsitan, SscJ" of Jac Wimpfelii _ 
honoQt of John Gensfleisch, it becomes probable that l] 
scholar, who wrote occasionally on the invendon of printing, 
was the editor of the Heidelberg professors, and added, by 
way of amusemeDt, the epitaph of Adam Gelthus and his 
own epigram. 

Now, Bockenheimer, who was anxiouii to prove his case 
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with regard lo the Dominican church, not unnaturally 
writes against the Franciscan church. He points out that it 
is assumed on all hands that the epitaph in question could 
never have been placed on a memorial slab ; at least, not 
on one which coveted the remains of Gutenberg, as it 
would, in such a case, not have been necessary to say where 
his bones were [cf. also Bodmann, Rheing, Alterth, i. 137), 
He even goes so far as to suggest that Adam Gelthus was 
not the author of the epitaph at all, but Wimpfeting himself 
(see above, p. 15). He also points out thai the addition in 
the MS. "Sagen von alten dingen, &c, where the same 
statement with regard to the "ossa" is made (see above, 
p. 16) is of no value, as being of a much later date. And 
finally, Bockenheimer points out that Gutenberg could 
not possibly have been buried in the Franciscan church ; 
(i) because in the war of 1462, between Adolf of Nassau 
and Diether of Isenburg, the Franciscans had adhered to 
the latter, and were, on that account, banished by the 
victorious Adolf, while their church was converted into a 
stable: (a) a document of 1473 (Gudenus, Cod, Kplom. 
v. 1071, sqq.) makes it evident that in that year they had 
not regained Adolfs favour, and that their convent did 
no longer exist at Mcntz ; indeed, it had been transferred to 
other hands even in i469(Schaab, Erfind.der Buchd. i. 465)- 
For these reasons Bockenheimer contends that the relatives 
of Gutenberg, who is said to have died c. 1468, couid not 
have thought of burying him in a church, and under the 
care, of an order which was so disliked by the prince whose 
courtier he had been. 

V, tlien, Bockenheimer has proved his point against the 
Franciscan church, and Dr. Scheok has proved his point 
against the Dominican church, the question arises. Where 
was Gutenberg buried ? No one knows. Dr. Schenk says 
that F. W. E. Roth in Geschichtsqueilcn des Niedtrrkdngaus 
(L p. 264, note, and iii. 237), on the authority of a MS. of 
a certain Kremer, pronounces in favour of Eltvil, but 
Ur. Schenk does not appear to believe in it. 

23 (XVII). A Letter of obligation of Dr. Homery, dated 

{."ffffyl^s nack Sant Mat/iys dag, i.e.) Friday after Feb. 24, 

1468, by which he acknowledges to have received from 

Adolf, Uie Archbishop of Mentz, several forms, letters, 

^ instruments, implements, and other things belonging to the 

H work of printing which Johann Guttcmbcrg had left aAer 




MOe 



^ dml^ and which had, and sdll I 

HotBoy) ; — be, on his part, nndenaking ta ■ 

to no oilKr town than Mentz, nor to sefl t^n to aay 

pcnoci but a ddzen of Mentz, even if a mT?'<pT sfaoaM 

o&r ium a higher price for the things. 

This document was published (■ ) bj Gea CTw. Joannis 

(ScnptL Hist M<^nt, /Pfn. ntn-ui (iir;\. pt «i4(, wiifao«H 

« won! as to whence he obuined it ; {t) hj KobibriEfaai- 

Rcaon& t74t> P- >oi}, the latter fuldia^ * ex fibto Aicfai- 

epbc op i Adolfi, p. So, in Archive Iklognndiia* C£ Srlmbt 

Eifind. der Bodidmckakunst, L 60, 315 (wbete sane nam- 

US about Hnmeiy may be found). Dr. Vaa da Lmife, 

I 1^ xxxvii, pobUshcs it ^ain, witlxxtt dou^ mon: than mcn- 

' twoiag Joaimb and Kohler, not eres icpeftrng where 

' KoMer sajs be obtaioed iu Under docancnt No. aa I 

baic already pointed WA that I lonnd a t f»*u t ^ of this 

Letter at UaiDbui)^ and thai another fr—ig^ has ttniKd 

apal Wtknlnng. 

On the nth OcL iSSi I i-isitcd Wundnng fcr the pur- 
I pose of examining the volume in which thu tmsciqN is 
I fcund It is a folio paper Cartulary of 15$ leaves, amBnged 
in qtnies as follows : a" b c d e f g" h** i k jk^f >» «« 
sway) 1 m"; the index (ii leaves) is of later date. The 
leans are numbered 1-156, because leaf 134 is cart away 
and on leaf 103 the number roi is wrot^ly repeated. After 
leaf 156 another, more recoit, quite has beoi added, of 
wUdb cnly the fest leaf has been written npoo. On the 
bad of the btadii^ (which is quite recent) it bears tbc tide 
fMoaQr recent): /i^ntaOMrBudi AM, II. lO. // ji. 
X^, Ankin IVuniurg il\ainser\ fngnaatwr kmk j\&. 
31. The date of the documents entered (not always strictly 
(jvoaolagically) in this voJuroe range from 1463 to 1473. 
Tbey hare evideody been transcribed hy diflerent contem- 
poory scribe^ thoo^ the volume could not have been 
conHDOiced befi»e i47o< as a document of this date 
occurs on IbL 3. The quires seem to have been taken one 
after aiKXfaa' whenever material was necessary for new 

doCIIBKSIt& 

The tramta^ oS Homeiy's Letter is found on the recto 
of foL S5, whicfa commeoces with the end <fire lines) of a 
document of 1467. The scribe who copied it wrote also 
tbe two pvcceding documents, both of 1467, and occupying 
IU. S3 rerso, second iuii, foL S4 recto and verso and the 
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five first lines of fol. 85 recto ; on the verso of 85 another 
hand commences. 

The Letter runs thus : 

ejmeD virphlichtunges bricff 
Doctor HoTncrij 
Ich Conndt Homciy doctor Bckenncn mit dioem briefTsoaU dcr 
Hockwirdig^l runic myn gncdigrr Iieli«r Her Her Adolff Ertibischoff 
u Menti mir ellichcll fonneii buchstaben Instrutnent geuiuwe vnd 
Mlderx lu dem truck werckllgEhoroide dass JolianD Cutemberg nach 
nDem tode gclmssen hail vnd myaflgewett vnd noch ist gnediglich 
fobcD lajnen bait. DasE let datgegcn syneEllgnaden lu eren vnd lu 
geuIleD micll Terphlichtigel han vnd v^rphlicbcigellmit diesem brieiT 
Alio weres dasi Ich loliche foimen vnd geiuge iu||Lrudcen gcbmchen 
worde ku odei hemacb doss Ich dass ihun will vndllsall bynnen der 
Sim Mentz »nd nyreent andertwoe dessglichen ob lell aiell verkeuffen 
vnd myr eyn bm^er ilauor souiel geben wolle ala eyn ftomdefli So will 
vnd ull Icti d^ dem Ingesessicrun Burger zu Menu vor alleoll 
fromden gonnen vnd folgeo layssco vnd han des alles lu vrkunde mynll 
Secret zu ende dieser scbrilR getmckl dfr geben ist des Jars nlsmanll 
schrieyb nach der gebort xpi vnsets hrfl Mcccc vnd Ixviij Jare vfiTlifrylag 
nach Saul Mathjs dag — 1{ 

I have found no grounds to suspect the authenticity of 
the Cartulary in which this transcript is preserved. 

As this Letter of Dr. Homery has given rise to much 
speculation and some unfounded stories, it will be worth 
while to see what can be said about it. 

Schaab (Erfind. der Buchdruckerlc i. 179) tells us that 

in former times [sentt) several wooden charaetcrs [types] were pte- 
terred at Menii. They were found, in Ihe first years of the 17th 
century, in the honse lum Sewleffel in (he Kirschgaiten. which appnn 
10 have been inhabited fomicrly {until) by tne primer Friednch 
Haumanii, bora at Nuremberg, the same who bought, id KoS, Gulen- 
berg"! printing apparatus from the Mergenthaler Kogelherm [also 
called Fratrts vittx iammH»is\. The printer Aibinus showed Ihem 
about 1604, in the same house, lo the Menu hisloiinn Serarius (Mog. 
rer., 1604, lib. I., p, 159).* A hundred years later Ihey appear to have 
been wen at Mentz by Paului Pater (Dissert, de Germsniie Miraculo 
Optimo Maximo, Ijps. 1710, to). 

Further particulars about wooden types may be found in 
Schaab (1. c), Van der Linde (p. 551). 

Schaab does not here tell us wktn the Fratres vitK com- 
munis came into possession of Gutenberg's printing appa- 
ratus, nor on what authority it is asserted that Friedr. 

* Senrinsspeakiof "primiartit hnjut modioli." 
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Haumann bought this same apparatus from the Fratro. 
But Schaab is more explicit with respect to rhe second ques- 
tion, on p. 5S3, where he enumerates some books printed 
by Haumann or Heumann. He there says that this primer 
is the same to whom Bodraann asserted (Rheing. Allerth. 
i. 13S, read 136) that the Fratres vita: communis of 
Marienthal had sold Gutenberg's iiriniing apparatus, which 
had been transferred to them by the heirs of Hanns 
Bechtermunize. 

Schaab returns to Bodmann's statement in his third 
volume (p. 433), where he says ; — 

"Friedrich Heumann (Ilauniuin, Hewmocn), of Naremberg, ui- 
nouDCcd the lUtb printing-office (at Menu) in 1509 bj ihe publication 
t>r live works, uftet which weheuoothinginQreof hiin.* Ilissaid(l) 
thai in 150S, when the KogtlAn^m aX MarienthiU ceaKd to print, they 
told to blm the new Gutenberg printi eg- office which they had obtained 
(rora the Bcchtenniioti heii?. (Bodmann, Rheing. Alterth. i. 136). 
It is said (1) that his ( Heumonn's) printing-house was the house zam 
Saulufel (zum Sewlefel) in the Kttschgarten. In this bouse the piinta 
Albious showed, in the year 1604, to the Jesuit Seraiius, the wooden 
types of Gutenberg. "+ 

I^t US now turn to Bodmann, Rheinganische Alter- 
thumer {t vols. 4to., Mainz, 1819), voL L pp. 118 and 
134. There we read : — 

" Eltvil was the home of several teamed men, who either were bom 
in it or inhabited it, and the Gudenberg printing-oIBce, — tran&fcireiJ 
thither by the assistants of Kenchin GcnszOeisch called Gudenbeig, 



* Sec below (p. 127) where I show that HeumaimwasstiU nourishing 
and printiiw in 1513. 

t When I was at Stiassburg, last Sept., 1 was ijld that a cvftoin 
bookseller Uved in the house where MenleliD had had hii printine- 
office. Ofcourae, I called on the gentleman, who told nic that this 
was not the fact, but (hat it waa a tradition (hat he descoided 
(abstammte) from Mentelin. I asked whether he meant that he was a 
descendant of Mentelin. No, he replied, but there was a tiwlilioo 
that his business was a conliouation of Mentelia's. 1 answered that 
this was precisely what I had been (old, but, I asked, bow can you 
explain your business to be a continuation ofMentelin's '\1, as you slate 
yourself, be did not live in this particular house P No, he rcpLcd, bat 
we have his old matka and types (I). My astoniihmeot was on the 
increase. Could I see them 1 A bundle of papeis was exhibited to 
me, as fresh as if they had been printed the previous day ; all woodcuts 
and tigures belonging to Ihe l6lh century, if not later; Mentdin'a 
types, of course, were not among them. It is not unlikely I' ' 
Serarios and Paulus Pater were told and shown something &' 
at Mentz and btlievtd in iL 
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nBmed Heinrich Bechlermiinxe, his brother N'idas Bechtelmiinz [«c], 
and Wigand Spiesi von Ortenberg, from which several works isauetJ, — 
gave it ■ daim to glocy and esleein." (p. 134.) " Hciorich Bechter- 
miini [Bechlelmorue], a pupil and asiislant of Menchtn GcnsiDeisch, 
genannt Gndenbers;, also a patrician and related to Gensilleisch, 
erected a priacing-officc at EliviU during the lifelinie ot the inveiitor, 
and indeed with the latter's own types aod printing tools, vbicb had 
been transferred to him {Bechlermiini)-, not as property, but to make 
OK of them. He died, however, before oar Genszneisch, in the fear 
1467, and his brother Niclas finished, with the help of Wigand Spies, 
tbe Vocsbulorium lalino-leutDnicum, 1467, iasmall 4°, which Heinrich 
had commenced. Nida; published in 1469 a new edition of this work, 
with the same types which he had obtained after the death of Heachin 
from the Menlx town Syndic, Dr. Conrad Homeiy." 

On p. 136 Bodmann continues : — 

"Niclas Bechtermiinz was sheriff of the court at Hechtsheim, 
with Wigand Spies, andappearsinthisqualily ofteninold(ieihbrielen). 
As he died without male heirs, his considerable property came into the 
possession of his brother's children, as is evidenced by the detailed 
document of Ihe dirision of 1476.* After the death of Hans Bech- 
termiinz [i.f. Heinrich's sonf], the heirs sold the printing apparalu* 
(Druckerzeug) to the Kogclherm congr»B(ed at MarienthaT, and when 
these ceased to print they iransfcrrS it to "Friderich Hauman von 
Noremberek, dem fiuchdiucker im Kir^garten lu Menz {Ungtdr. Vrk. 
1508}." It was probably there that it perished entirely. "J 

* This document I cannot find anywhere, and I may remark that 
Nicholaus was still publi^hii^ books ia 1477. — J- H. H. 

+ He died the Slh of August, 1483 ; see Bodmani^ i, 135. 

t Sic [Ettvil] war die Heimath mchrcrer gelehrlen Manner, die 
Iheili aus ihi herror^cngen, theils solche bewohnlen ; und die 
von Henchins Gensdciscb, genannt Gudenbei^ GehUlten. Namens 
Heinrich Bechtenniinie, seinem Bruder Niclas Bechlelmiini, und 
Wigand Spiesi von Ortenberg, dorlhin versetite Gudenbergische 
fiucbdruckerey, worans venchiedene Werke lu T.ig gefordett 
worden, gab ihr auf Ruhm und Achtimg gerechlen Amipmch, . . . 
Heinridi Bechtenniinz [Bechielmonie] ein Schiiler und Gchiilfe 
Henchin's GeoizSeisch, genannt Gudenberg, gleichfalls Patiizier, 
nod init Gensifleisch verwandl, errichlete zu Eltvill noch bey 
de* Erfindera Lebzeiten, und zwar mit dessen eieeoer, ihm jedoch 
(ticht nun Eigenthum, sondem our nutzniesslich uberlasseoen Typen 
und Druckienge, cine Buchdnickerey ; er starb abcr schoo vor 
nnseim GcnszSeisch im Jahr 1467, und sein Bruder Niclas vollendele 
das von ihm angefaogeoe, nun aussersl sellene Werk : Vocabularium 
latino-teutonic um, 1467, in kl. 4. rnit Hillfe Wigands Spies v. Otten- 
beig- Ebcn dicser ferligle 1469 dne ncue AuBage dikvon mit den 
nimlichen Typen. die er nach Ilenchlni Tode, vom Mainacr Stadt- 
tyndikus (Kaoiler) Dr. Connd Homery .... erhallcn halte .... 
Niclas Bechteimiinz war mit Wigand Spies Scbbffe dea Gerichli lu 
Hechliheim, and kiimml in alten Leihbriefen haufig in dieser Eigen- 
sehafl vor. Da er ohne mannliche Leibcserben staib, so hel (sine 
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Bodmann did not pviblish this unprinted deed of con- 
veyance of 1508, nor do I find it among the jSo docu- 
ments which Scha:ib either mentions or prints in his second 
volume. If such a document existed in Bodmann's 
collection it must have come into Schaab's possession, and 
he could not have failed to see its great importance. In 
fact, from what Schaab says, it is clear that he did not 
believe in the existence of such a document. 

Authors who ascribe the Catholicon of 1460 to Gutenberg, 
do not omit to notice that the types with which this work 
was printed could scarcely be in the possession of Humety 
in Feb. 1468, as on the 4tli of Nov. 1467, the Vocahu- 
larium ex qiw, printed with these very types, was published 
by Nye Bechtermuncze and ^Vygand Spyess, at Eltville, 
near Mentz, who declare in the colophon that the book 
was commenced by Henr. Bechtermuncze, the broi' 
of Nicolaus. Schaab (Erfind. der Buchdruckerk., i. 45^ 
endeavours to explain this difficulty in this way ; 

As (he Elector Adoir II, did not trust ihe Menu citiiens, whom he 
pcrseciiled, he took up bis residence at Eltville unong ha belov«) 
Rheingau subjects, and Catenbei^ was compelled, on account of bis 
court-service, tn follow liiin thither. Thither Gutenberg also tnuis- 
feired bis whole printing-office, and, as EllviUe was not more than 
three hours dUlance from Mentr on the rigbl bank of the Rhine, the 
transport of the prinline a.ppaiatas could easily be eflTecled and without 
any great cost. At ETcville there lived at that time two noble palri- 
cians, the brothers HeUrich and Niclas Bechlermiintie. There 
existed a close connexion between Gulenberg's relatives and the 
Rechlermiinties ; when the fonner came to Eltville. he was old and 
either could not or would not, on account of his court-setvice, occupy 
himself with printing. He, therefore, instracted the Beqhteimimlies 

'' " " ' ...-■-■ jDDaratm. bul only for teniporaij 

g but to Dr. Humeijr,^! 

Dr. Van der Linde (p. 68) tells us that fl 

"About 1465 Gutenbet|;'s typographical apparatus was transferred XS 
Ellviile, at that lime the residence of the Archbithop of Menti, Two 
brother*, Heinrich and Niklaus Bechlermunie, belonging 10 the ^U■Qll 



belrachtliche Vetlassensctialt auf seines Bruders Kinder, wie die 
weilUuliiee Theilangi-Urkuade vom Jaht 1476 {!) bewahret. — Nach 
Hansen Bechtenniiox Todc verkauften die Erben das Druckeneug an 
die zu Marienthol vcraammelte Kagcllicrrn, und, al> diesc lU druckcn 
aufhorten, iiberliessen sie solches an * ' Friderich Hai 
ber^k, deni Buchdtiicker im Kir^arlen lu Meni." (Ungedr. U|ft 
1508.) Doll war es wahischeinlich, wo es gam lu Gnuide Eieog. 
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□obilJlyand related to Gulenbct^, learned the new art from the invenlor 
hinudf (I), who ercn huided his types over lo them for temporarf ose. 
When Henry died, another patticlin, Wigand Spyess von Orlenberg, 
look his pbce, nnd Nicl. Bechtermiiiiie and he published in 1467 the 
Vec^nUarium ex quo, and a new edition oa the 15th [read ;th] of Juae, 
1469, both with the types of the CathoUcon. The later editions of the 
tame work of lath Murch, 1471, and 19 [read ii] Dec 1477, were 
printed with ft quite ainulnt {sit\ type." 

Dr. Van der Linde proceeds : 

" Alter the death of NicL Bechlenniinzc, his heirs IrmsfeTred their 
material to the Fraternity of the Comnion Life (Fmlreavitx communis) 
of Mariental in the Rheingiu, near EltviUc." 

Dr. Van der Linde does not deem it necessary to remark 
that the Fratres are not knoftii to have ever published a 
l»ok in Gutenberg's or Bechlermunze's types ; but, with 
that vagueness and want of research which pervades his 
whole book, proceeds (in Gothic type) : 

"they [i.t. the Fratres) printed i.g.. In 1474, Psalterium el Bre- 
liarium Mogunliense. lo doraa fratnim clericonun communis vile 
Vallis Ssncti Marie ia Ringkauia." 

as if this book were printed with Bechlermunze's type. 

He further tells us (p. 69), evidently quoting Schaab, 
that in 1508 the Fratres vitie communis sold the Bech- 
termiinze material [he could only mean the Gutenberg 
material] to Friedrich Hewmann, of Nuremberg, printer in 
the Kirschgarten at Mentz, But, unlike Schaab, Dr. Van 
der Linde thinks it quite superfluous to tell us that this 
double transfer of printing materials was an assertion of 
Bodmann, which he never substantiated by the publication 
of the documenL Dr. Van der Linde, however, treats us 
(p. 69) to another particular, which it was Schaab's mis- 
fortune not to be acquamied with, and which would, if 
based on fact, enable us to dispense with Bodmarm's 
unpublished deed of convejance. 

This particular is as follows: Friedr. Heiimann published 
on the agth of August, 1509, Gabr. Biel, Passionis dominiee 
ttrmo hiitorialis. It is in this book of 1509 that Helbig 
made in 1855, what Dr. Van der Linde calls "a most 
important discovery for the history of typography," and in 
order not to deprive Helbig of the credit of this discovery 
he quoted Helbig's own words. 

Helbig described his so-called discovery in these words : 
"To his astonishment, perhaps to his joy, he found 
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u editio miaor rcfonnata ex Tclustissimis. 
ULMoconde, per Fridericnm Hewman. Elxplicil. Anno Daoiim 
Miilesimoquingenlesimoduodedmo (i. e. 1512). 32 leaves small 4°. 

I saw a copy of Ihis work, on the ijth Oct. iSSi, in the Library of 
Herr Frid. Culcmann at Hanover. The book is entirely printed in the 
type in question, with the exception of the heading and culophon. 

I think it necessary to translate a few pieces of Helbig's 
article on this discovery, which he published in the Bulletin 
du Bibliophile Beige, torn, xi, Bruxelles, 1855, p. 18, 

" Some lime ago I had the fortune to make a Uttle discoveiy (une 
petite decouverte) which is not without importance to clear up several 
obscure points relative to the history of lypogiaphical origine* .... 
My little iind (ma petite trouvaille) sach as it is. presents, I dare to 
repeat it, an importance sufficiently great. Vou will be able to jndge 
of it. — It is well known (II est bien conou) that when Gutenberg, 
(he illnstrioua inventor of typography, was appointed gealilhorame of 
the bouse of Adolf II. of Nassau, :be archbishop and elector of Menti, 
he ceded his priu tins-office to hil relative Henri Bechlermiini, who 
commenced, al Eltvule on the Rhine, near Mentz, his famous edition 
of the Vecabularius ex qm, finished in 1467, Henri Bechterxnuni 
dying during the impression of this book, the printing-office was con- 
tinued by hts brother Nicholas, who was joined by Wigand Spies 
d'Ortenberg. When Nicholas Bechtermiinz died, his heir^ ceded the 
material of the prioting.affice to the Brother? of the Common Life, at 
Marienthal in RJieingau, near Eltvill. — The learned Bodmann in his 
Rheingauische Alteithiimer (Maim, 1819) torn. i. p. 13G, quotes an 
extract bvm a deed of conveyance (actt di veH/t) of the year IJOE, 
according to which this antique printing-oSice wis sold the same year 
by the Brothers of the Common Life to Frederic Hewman or Haunum 
of Nuremberg, printer at Mentz in the Kirschgarten. Schaab (Annales 
de la Soclete d'Histolre du pays de Nassau, p. 64; and in his Erfind. 
der Buchdiuckerk. i. 553) reminds us of this passage a( Bodmann, but 
does not seem to believe in it [iJ.^Now.one day re-reading this interest- 
ing passage [of Bodmann], it occurred to me to examine with attention 
a certain book [namely, Gabr. Biel, Passionis dominies sermo lus- 
torialb] printed by this Fred. Hauroan, which was lying in a neglctted 
comer of my library. I look it up without expecting to discover any- 
thing in it. I knew that the last productions of Ihe presses of Nic 
Bechtermiinz are printed with other types than those of Gutenberg, 
and that among the known impressions of the Brothers of the CommoQ 
Life there is not one (!] executed with these characters. Judge of my 
astonishment, of my joy perhaps, when I recc^ised in this old book, 
lately 10 scorned, nil* the types of the Calholicon of 1460, the only ones 
proceeding from Gutenberg which have been employed in the books 
issued from the presses al Eltville, iu/ indad* the characters tised in 
the Letters of Indulgence of 1454 and 1455, in the Appeal against the 
Turks of 1455, the Kalendir of 1457 described by Fistuicr, the 36-line 
Bible, and nil the impressions of Albrecht Ffisler — in one word, I 
discovered the oldest types of Gutenberg ! " 

• Theilaliciaremine.— J. II. H. 
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I must give the last sentence in Hclbig's own words' 
" Que Ton juge de mon ^lonnement, tie ma joie peut-iire, 
lorsque je reconrus dans le bouquin nagufere si diMaignd, 
rion pas les types du Calholicon de 1460, les seuls pro- 
venants de Gutenbei^ qui aiftit Hi emphyis dans les livres 
sortis des presses d'Eltvill, mats Hen les caracttres mis en 
usage dans les lettres d'indulgence de 1454 ct 1455, dans 
I'appel contre les Turcs de 1455," &c. 

It is quite natural that Helbig goes on to argue 
his discovery would revolutionise the whole history 
Gutenberg. 

Let us now see what becomes of Helbig^s discovery 
the mouth of Theo. L. de Vinne, who published: T, 
vtnfion of Printing, in 1877 (Lond. and New York). 

On p. 44^ he translates Hclbig's last sentence thus 

" But judge of my astonishment, of my joy, perhaps, when I rewg- 
niicd in the negtecled book not ettly' the types or cbc Catholicon of 

1460, the only ones RppeTlaioiDg 10 Gutenberg that teulJ iat-r ian 
cmpteyed* in the books that proceeded ffom the presses of EllviU, 
but also' the types Ihal had been used in the Leilen of Indulgence of II 

1454 and I4S5, in the Appeal against the Turks of 1455," &c. ' ^^H 

Is this not a pretty translation from the French ? Hoe^H 
Helbig is represented as having discovered two Ij^ies oT ^^ 
Gutenberg, even the types of the Catholicon, in a book 
printed in 1509. 

It is not going out of my way to tell the reader that Mr. De 
Vinne is Dr. Van derLinde's pet author. The terrible Dr. Van 
der Linde, who roars like a lion against any one who does 
not share his opinions, and who has scarcely one kind word 
to say of anybody, becomes affectionate and meek and even 
humble when he mentions De Vinne. On p. 40 he says : 
" When I quote now and then the transatlantic author {i.e. 
De Vinne) then I am at the same time grateful and modest, 
for his book is really .in elaborated, improved and illustrated 
edition of the English translation of my Costerlegend." It 
is only fair to add that Dr. Van der Linde is sometimes 
severe on De Vinne also. On p. 114 he points out a 
curious mistake in De Vinne's book (p. 91), where the 
latter deals with a German name, and addresses him thus : 
" You don't understand German, old boy." I think it 
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appears thai this transatlantic old boy is somewhat (!) 
deficient in French too ! When I add that this same De 
Vinne sa>'S on \\ 441 of his work that " the V<jcabularium 
ex quo was reprinted by Nicholas Bechtermiintz, in the 
saine(!) types and in the same form, in the years 1469, 
1471(1), and 1477 (!)" — and that on p, 3 6 he makes the stoic 
Balbus in Cicero's De Natura Deorum, ii. zo, speak of "a 
number of solid and invisible \^suJ should be indivisible] 
bodies," every one will be surprised at Dr. Van der Linde's 
humility in saying that De Vinne's book is an improved 
edition of his Haarlem Legend, I for one have a better 
opinion of Dr. Van der Linde's work on the Haarlem 
Costerlegend. 

It will be seen from what has been said above that in 
the course of time /our statements have been made which 
more or less bear on the document of Humery, dated 
a4 Febr. 1468. 

The first (in point of time the last) statement is that of 
Helbig, that seven (eleven) books, printed by Fred. Heu- 
mann or Haumann, at Mcntz, from 1506 till 1509 (should 
be 1513)1 contain the type of the 36-line Bible. AsHeibig, 
in common with many others, ascribed this Bible to Guten- 
berg, his discovery, if founded on fact, would establish the 
existence of Gutenberg's type as late as 1512. Helbig 
made this statement after having read Bodmann's assertion 
referred to above (see p. 133), and after having examined 
Gabr. BUl's Pasiionis dominke sermo, printed by Heumann ; 
and Dr. Van der Linde, on the strength of Helbig's discovery, 
established a Gutenberg-school as existing til! 1509- Had 
he known the Donatus, which I saw at Hanover, he would, 
of course, have made the school last till i5iz- 

I have been able to examine the very book which Helbig 
had before him, namely Biel's Passionh dominiie sermo, 
printed by Heumann in 1509, of which a copy is in the 
Brit. Museum (pressmark 845. h. 4). I have also examined 
five other book^ (preserved in the Paris, Darmstadt, and 
Culemann Libraries), printed by the same Heumann, 
in the same type ; two meniioned by Helbig (De fide 
toncHbinarum in tacerdoles guestio, and the IHreetoriuni), 
the others (De fide meretricum fn siios amalores gueslio, 
Virgil. Donatus) not At the first glance at the type, used 
for the keadingi or rubrics (in the case of the Donatus for 
the whale book) in those books, every one accustomed lo 
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a minute examinadon of type must see that it is a. type 
indeed, in some respects, very much like that of the 56-tiQe 
' Bible, but yet materially smaller, and consequently totally dif- 
ferent. Some ofthe capitals are entirely different; but even if 
Helbig had carefully examined thtform of those capitals and 
some of the smaU leiters, which resemble most those of the 
Bible, he would not have spoken of an identity he.\yisea the 
two types. Nor does Fischer speak of any identity between 
Heumann's type and thai of the 36'line Bible, though 
he minutely describes {7)ipo^. Seltenh. i. 66) the Questio 
defide coneubinarum, and mentions (ib, p. 86) the Jtegimoi 
Sanitatis, and Biel's Sermo. 

As Helbig's so-called discovery of the 36-line Bible 
type in Heumann's productions is disproved by the 
very book in which he imagined that he had made it, it 
is noi likely to be verified by the five other works of Hcu- 
mann mentioned by Helbig, which, indeed, I have not seen, 
but which Helbig does not appear to hare seen either. It 
is true, Heumann may have produced other books, not yet 
divulged as works of his, but — neither Helbig nor Bodmaan 
professes to know anything about such works. As far, there- 
fore, as Helbig's discovery is concerned, I feel inclined to 
regard Bodmann's unpublished AesA of sale of 1508— which, 
as far as I know, has never yet been found — as one of those 
fabrications with which he is known to have amused his 
bibliographical friends. 

One thing is certain ; the two types used by Heumann 
in the above enumerated books, arc of the kind usual «t 
the beginning of the XVI. century', and can have no con- 
nexion whatever with those usually ascribed to Gutenberg. 
In Heumann's time, and even much later, it seems to 
have been the fashion to imitate the types of the early 
Bibles. For instance, in a Diredorium Misse secundum 
frequentiorem cursum diocesis Moguntinensis {Brit. Mus. 
846. k. 16), which was evidently printed at Mentz about 
this period, the headings of the chapters are printed in 
a type just as closely resembling that of the 42-line Bible, 
as Heumann's type does that of the 36-line Bible. But 
yet the difference is as visible in the one case as in the other. 
At Mentz I saw a " Psalterium Spirense ad usum orandi " 
printed in 1515, with the same type as Heumann's. lo 
Mr. Culemann's collection I saw a quire of a Missal, w 
had (he colophon : " Impressum Moguntie ]>er Pe 
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ScheHer et finitum primo Idus Mdj. Anno supra Millesimum 
Quingentesimo decimooctauo {i.e. 1518)," This Missal 
(at least the quire I saw) is printed in exactly the same 
type as Heumann's, Here is material for Dr. Van der 
Linde for a longer duration and much greater extension of 
the Gutenberg-school ! 

The ««)arf statement is that of Bodmann, that the t)pes 
which the said Heumann used at Mentz were transferred 
to him by the Fratres eommunts vitae of Marienthal near 
Eltville (see above, p. 123). This statement, which, if 
proved, would establish the existence of Gutenberg's type 
from c 1468-1508, was made by Bodmann on the strength 
of the deed of sale, as referred to above, which he said 
was uHfublishfd. 

I have taken the trouble to search for works published 
by the Fratres communis vitae of Marienthal. Their 
activity in printing is as yet but little known or even sus- 
pected. I give, therefore, a list of such of their works as 
were known or have been discovered by me. They 
employed two types, the one a little smaller than the other, 
and with these types published : — 

1). Copia indulgentiarum de institutione festi presenta- 
tionis beatae Mariae per .... Adolphum, archiepiscopum 
Mogunijnum concessarum. Datum in civitate nostra 
Moguntina, die penultima mensis Augusti 1468. 

Type I (Iai|;e). It has no (irinter's name, no place, no dale. The 
copy in the Paru Library, which U impeifect, has iz leaves, in one 
qnirc of 6 ihceti, small folio, with 40 litiei on u lull page. Cf. 
Fischer, Selteiiheiten, vi. 116 ; Beniard, Oiig. de I'impr. ii. 17. Not 
mcndoned by Haio. 

11). Gerson (Joh.) Opusculum tripartiium de praeceptis 
decalogi, de confessione et de arte moriendi. 

j6 leaTcs (a b c'*), 4°, wi1h35 uneren lines, no signatures, no place, 
no printer's name, no dale. It is wholly printed in one (the large) 
lypf. and Bernard (Orig. dt Fimfi. ji. i8) is in error in saying that the 
Ccnon is printed with the tav types of the I'saller. The late Mr. 
Alfred J. Horwood, of the Middle Temple, possessed a copy, which 
I have been able tociamine, and from which I append the description. 

Leaf I bianlc ; z* : [C]Ri^tiBnitBti suku qnalisciic^lielalor. pspenim 
"' ---■-■—" 35» ijn,; |5: Explicit opuBculu Iriplilum de preceplis|| 
""'■"'"""'' """ "e mone-lldi. p eximiu sacre iheologie 
, almc vniuerai-lllatis pisiens' 



dccalugi De coiifeseione 1 de a 
^essore Ma-||gistS iohanem de Jer 
CaoccUariiLII ; 35' and 36 itlonk. 
I saw anoltier copy, agreeing with Ibis. 




1 the Darnisladt Lihiaty. 
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III). PsaKerium Breviariumque Magimtinense. 

Hain (3861) and Erunet (I. coL 1137) mention this work, 
bul in a vague way. Hain, who has not seen the book, 
speaks of 2 volumes : I. (341 leaves), II. (380 leaves) - so 
does BruneL They both speak of two varieties, and this is, 
as far as I know, the extent to which every writer has gone. 
I have examined all the volumes of this work, preserred at 
Damistadt, Mentz, and Frankfurt a/M., which enables me 
to say that there are several editions, of certain portioris at 
least^of the work. The following bibliographical descrip- 
tion — the absolute accuracy of which I cannot guarantee, 
as I made the collation in the hurry of a journey, and 
without anticipating in the one place that 1 should find 
fresh varieties in the next place — will, I hope, be found 
useful towards a future, more complete and exhaustive, 
description, 

It seems strange that both Hain and Brunet shoi 
think that the work was printed by Peter Schoefer. 



At Mentz ; Volume A* {Pars hiemalis) : 
I ) Kalendar; a quire of 8 leaves : 
Leaf i« : 

[S]ubieclu voluroen psalteHj brcuiarijii tnarilglitiiie 
psiorie artii idustria pTecIu. tijlelicii snmtBlu i. i 
fmiru dericD^ilcois vile vallis see marie eioiile iltoca' I 
Ringka-iluia. Anna diii. M.cccclxiiiij. tibb'o post Re 
ll&c. ; i' line i ; Segauntur badidiooa in maluiinu-ll; 
Knlendar ; S* and 8* Lilera dominicalU ; Aureus n 
and Indicuo. By the side a( these on 8* : 
IncipiQt. An-llno drii Millesimo qaadiinge-llteHmo icptna* -, 
{^simo qrto. Elil&c. ; 8' [by the side of the conlinuotion <£ 
(he Liteta dsmlo. &c.| : Scptnogesimi iti^iinlenullum olicui 
ll&c. 
The copy al Paris (Biblioth. nttl. B 2442, reserve) agrees with this 

descripiiun, according to inronnation received from Prof. Paul Meyer, 

who kindly collated it for me. 



* TUeie are four volumes at Menti, As I did not 
bote any prcM-mark, I name them A, B, C, D for 
reference and identificBtioD. 
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a) Pialterium 

Collation : 1 b c d e f g h i'°, qo leaves ; do tignnlutes, wilh 
hyphens. Types ; I (large) and i (smali). 

Leaf I'line I (at small type) : Dnicis noclib} du dc tp« ofRciu 
d'r Inuii. ab oetal&H ; line zo (large lype) : [BJeat^ vir qui no 
ebijl bll ; leaf 89* Greek tent ; 90 blnnk. 
Hie copy at Paris agrees with litis description. 

3) TemporaU 

Collation: aa" (registnim aduenlus), leaves l-ll ; a b c d e f 
gbiklm"'no'pq"'rs"( + 9) 173 leaves; leaves 13-185 Tero- 

Lcxf I* line I : Incipil registrum. adiieDtus.|l[.S]i A fiierit tra 
dHicalis. Adoetus dni celebraill ; 1 1 **, lail line (2S) : dibj ij. Terie 
oast diiici iiij. Cetera vt in breniario. II ; 12 blank ; It* line I : 
bominicB prima aduentiu in pHmis vespis. An.l|[H]Ora esl 
ism noi dc somno sur-ll&c; 185^ line u : anconis de qoo ntis 
dicta est in loco suo.ll 
The Paris copy agrees with this description. 

4) Commutte Sanctorum 

Collation : a b" c" d", 36 leaves, 

Lexf I* line [ : [I]adpit amune sco}. PnoM^ de iprii. 
In vigiillia apl'o} Ad ix An. In pnciecia vra Cap etll ; 33* 
last tine (24) ; dragesima. vt notat diiica prima post lriilitatis.U; 
34- 36 bUok ; (36 is cut away). 
The Paris copy agrees nith this description. 

At Mentz ; Volume B (Pareestivalis): 
t) Kalmdar, 8 leaves, same as in vol A 

2) Pialterium 

Collation : a b c d e f g h i'°, 90 leaves. 

Le^f !■ line i (in small type) : DEicis noctib3 du de Ipc officiQ 
d'r. Inuilaloriii abjl ; tioe 2t (in laige type): (Bjeatns vii 
qui non abijtil 

3) Temporak 

Collation! abcd"e'f ghik'T. lofileaves. Noaignatutw. 

Leaf I* li. t : [1]N die sco pasce Ad matutinas, pritii ^ 
dicalll ; line 31 Lapidein excluiiue. {Jl'apri. Kyriel". Xpeel'. 
Kyricr. Piil 

4) Profritim Sanctorvm 

Collation : a b c d e f g li" i k", 104 leaves. No signatures. 
This edition ends leaf liH* line 20 ^ ibidem. Celeta de feito 
dedicaconii. 



1 34 Gutenberg : 

5) Commune Sanctorum 

Collation : a b'^' c*' ( -I- 12), 33 leaves. 

Leaf I line I : [I]ncipit omune sancto^. Primo de apris.fl ; 
17* line I : no timoit Fundatus eni erat supra firmi petri. t|| 

At Mentz : Volume C (Pars hiemalis) : 
i) Kalendar = A\ 

2) Psalterium = A* 

3 ) Tcmporale = A' 

4) Commune Sanctorum = A^ 

At Mentz : Volume D (Pars estivalis) : 

i) Kalendar (imperfect, only two last leaves) = Mentz A^ 

2) Psalterium 

Collation : a b c** d e f g h' i k^*, 90 leaves. 

Leaf I is wanting ; I am therefore unable to xdenti^ the 
particular edition. It is, I believe, = Psalter of Darmst. 5610 

3) TemporaU 

Collation : a b c d e P g'* h i k 1 m n*, 106 leaves. No 
signatures. 

Leaf I* line I \_ [I]N die sco pasce Ad matutinas. prius a 
dicatll ; line 3 : vsu. lapide exdusiue. Gl'a. Kyriel'. XpeelC 
Kyriel*. Pr|| 

4) Proprium Sanctorum 

Collation : a** b c d e f ' g h i'* k 1 m n o p q* H, 142 leaves. 
No signatures. 

Leaf 104^ line 20: cante! ibidem. Cetera de festo dedi- 
caconisll. After this the volume goes on, without axiv break, 
with the histories of some Saints : BoniliBice, Gregory, &c. This 
is explained on the recto of last leaf : Notandum quod huic 
breuiario sup^raddite suiit aliljque historic speciales que noft 
sunt de re^istro. ser||uantur Xameti in maion ecdesia Magun- 
tin/MJi. Videlicet d/Usanctis pfv parte estiuali, &c. 

5) Commune Sanctorum 

Collation : a b c* d**, 34 leaves. 

Leaf I* line i : [IJndpit 3mune sancto^. Primo de apris.|) ; 
17* line I : n5 timuit. Fundatus en! erat supra firma petra. ^ 

IF The Library at Mentz possesses two vdlum fragments of some part 
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of the Breviaiy, but my time did not allow me to ascertain which part 
they belonged to. (See also below, Darmstadt, W 5610). 



At Darmstadt : pressmark W 5608 (Pars estivalis) : 

1 ) KaUndar (wanting ?) 

2) Psaltcrium 

Collation : a b c d e f g h i*^ 90 leaves. No signatures ; with 
hyphens. Leaf i* line i (in sinall type) : Dnicis noctib} du de 
tpe officiu d*r. Inui?. ab octaisll ; line 20 (large type) : 
[B]eat^ vir qui no abijt inii ; leaf 90 (blank) wanting. 

3) Temparalc = Mentz B« 

4) Proprium Sanctorum = Menps B* 

5) Commune Sanctorum 

Collation : a b*^ c*' ( -l- c 12), 33 leaves. No signatures. 
Leaf I*: [I]ncipit amune sco^. Primo de apPis. In vigi|| 

At Darmstadt : pressmark W 5609 (Pars estivalis) : 
i) Kalendar (wanting ?) 

2) Psaltcrium 

Collation : a b c'® d e f g h* i k'^ 90 leaves. No signatures, 
but the quires are signed in writing b — 1 ; the kalendar is, I 
believe, wanting in the volume. 

Leaf I* line i (small type) : Dnicis noctib^ dum de tpe 
officiu d'r. Inuitatoriull ; Ime 21 (large type) s [B]Eat^ vir qui 
non abijt in osill 

3) Temporale 

Collation : a b c d e f ' g*® h i k 1 m n', 106 leaves. No sig- 
natures. 

Leaf I* line 3 : vsu. lapide ezdusiue. Gl'a. Kyriel'. Xpeel*» 
Kyriel*. Prl| 

4) Proprium Sanctorum 

As far as I was able to see, this part = Mentz D* ; but there 
may be some difference in some part of the volume. 

5) Commune Sanctorum 

Collation : a b c* d'^ 34 lekves. No signatures. 

Leaf I* : [I]ncipit comnne sancto}. Primo de aprisH ; 17* 
line I : nd tirouit. Fundatus eni erat supra firma petram. v|| ; 
leaf 34 blank. 



1 36 Gutenberg : 

At Darmstadt : pressmark W 5610 (Pars estivalis). 

i) Kalendar, 8 leaves (perhaps = Frankfurt Kal) 
Leaf I* blank ; 1^-8* Kalendar ; 8^ blank. 

2) Fsaltertum 

Collation : a b c^<> d e f g h* i k**, 90 leaves. No printed 
signatures, but the quires are signed in writing a — 1, which 
includes the kalendar. 

Leaf I* line i (in small type) : Dnicis noctib^ du de tpe 
officiu d*r. Inuitatoriuli ; line 21 (large type) : [BJEat^ rir 
qui no abijt in cosijl 

The Library at Mentz possesses of this edition the first quire only. 

3) Tcmporah = Mentz D« 

4) Proprium Sanctorum = Mentz D* 

5) Commune Sanctorum 

Collation : a b c* d^^ 34 leaves. No signatures. 

Leaf I* : [I]ncipit comune sancto^. Primo de apl'isil ; leaf 17 
line I : no timuit Fundatus enl erat supra firma petnL vil ; 
leaf 34 blank. 

At Frankfurt a/M : pressmark 315 (Pars estivalis) : 
i) Kalendar = Mentz A^ 

2) Psaltcrium = Darmstadt W 5608 

3) Temporale = Mentz B* 

4) Proprium Sanctorum = Mentz B* 

5) Commune Sanctorum = Darmstadt W 5608 

At Frankfurt a/M : pressmark 317 (Pars estivalis) : 

i) Kalendar y 8 leaves. 

Leaf I* blank ; i^ line I : Secunt bndictiones in matutinisy ; 
i^ line 31 : Ferijs tercijs. qntis. et sabbato de scd*o noctumoi] ; 
2^—7^ Kalendar ; 8 (blank ?) wanting. 

2) Psaltcrium = Darmstadt W 5610 • 

3) Temporale = Mentz D* 

4) Proprium Sanctorum = Mentz D* 

5) Commune Sanctorum = Mentz D*^ 
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iv) Letters of Indulgence with printed date 
Broadside folio sheet, 33 uneven lines in the large typ^ 

15 lines in the small type. 

See a Dollce at this Indulgence in AnhitifSr ffiti. GacA.,voi. x. 
p. i36, by H. Sahl, who discovered it in the binding of a irork (A^m 
Jtefarmatiaa der Sladt NurciU/trg van 1479) printed at Niimbeiv 
(Kobe^c) 14S4. It is primed with the (wo typts of the Psat 
terimn, and is preserved in the Dannstadt Horbibliothck [see Ph. 
A. F. Walther, Hofbibliothek lu Daimstadt, p. go), where 1 cutniaeit 
it on Oct. 3ttt, iSSi. The copy has not been iiiued, as the blanks 
for the name, month, ami day of the month ore not filled in. 

v) Nic de Lyra Postilla in 4 Evangelia, without date. 

Thafiji/i work is mentioned by Bodmann {Rheing. Alteith. i. 3lS) 
U having been printed by the Fiatrcs, and he sayi Inat be taw a copy 
of it in the hands of Ritlcr v. Horn al Fraukfutl a/M. I have teeo 
*. copjF (perhaps the very one Bodmann had before him) in the Town 
Library of Frankfurt a/M. on tht loth Oct. iSSi. Il is a laige folioof 
300 lea.ves (collation ; abc(IZ4-)dcfghiklmnDpi)r£tux;rt 
AB"), with 42 not always even lines; Do printed signatures; no tnilta] 
direclorc; with hyphens. Wholly printul in the large type (i). 

Leaf I is wanting. 



Ill eritiudido. et eodc modo didt 
Qui capre et sp& k3 viuit % 



Ctii»/"f- 



irascitny iiatri su 

h alijs p— II 

Leaf 300* li. 3; : nto ih'n c 
l^ i sed'a seel o}. Amc || 
lines 36 and 37 blaok- 
li. 38 : Etplicit postilla super 
Leaf 3ooi' blank. 

This edidon does not appear to be mentioned by 
nor in any other catalogue. 



Nicolaide Ifia.p 
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I can further describe as productions of the Maifenl 



vt) Cerimoniae nigromm monachorum ordinis S. Bene- 
dicti de obscniancia Bursfeldensi. The date of printing 
may perhaps be placed after 1474. See note below. 

Collation: abc d e fg h i k"l", iia leaves, 36ancven linea, with 
hyphens i no initials; no Initial director! 1 no ptioted signatures; vhol^ 
[uinled in the large type (I). 

Leaf I* : Frologtis cetimoniarii nigiorii oioiia- II cboiu onUais laneti 
^ Kdicti de obsenlan- II cia Bursfeldensi. If [QJuania apl'i pauli de solli- n ; 

ri Tahnla capl'of prime distinctois. 11 De electitme noui abbatii, C • . 
H ; 4* li. 13 : Expliciiit tabule cspl'o^ oim disllclIonS. |l De electioDe 
ttoni abbatis. li ; 1 la' line 33 : anreua' al'« jHit sibi visii Fiie'il eipe> 
dire. U ; line 94 blank ; line 35 : Enpticint cerimonie nigroK moc 
oidii aei bGdd ^ oba'uf-^- -— '-■^' ■■ 





I 



I found two copies of thia work in the Mentu library. Il \% 
mentioned by Hain 48S3 (not from eyes-ight), who adds, betweea 
pnrenlhe^cs, Fsrti Mogunl. Prina Schofftr, which I can say is not the 
»cL There ia also a copy in the British Museum (preismark 854- %. 3). 
In the Catalogue of that liutitutlon the work is a&cribed to the printer 
J, Veldener, of Colopie (:). 

vii) Ordinarius Divinonim Monachorum Ord S. Bcne- 
dicti de obsenianda Bursfeldensi (Aftef 1474?) 

CoUatioD: abcdefehi", 90 leaves, 16 uneven line), with 
hyphens ; no initials ; do initial directon ; no printed signatuies ; wholly 
printed in the large type (1). 
• -'- Prolti^ tr^'-^' 

BDTsleldcsL II lyjuia ppncDco oraci , . . 

. ._. Explicit plogiis. II Sequitur tabula. II j 90* li. 30 : Eubu<)ni 
debenl. Amen. l|: tines >l and » blank ; line 13 : Explicit ordinanui 
diuinoa nigra^ II monacho} de obs'uacia BursfeldcDSi. II ; lines 35 tnd 36 
and 9C^ bbnk. 

This work I found also in the Mentz Library. It is 
mentioned by Hain 12059 (""1 from eyesight), who re- 
marks : {Mogunl., P. Schoffer. Cohatrd fortasM c. n. 4883). 
Il is certainly printed in the Marienthal larger type ( i)* 
There is acopy in the British Museum (pressmark 845- i- •)■ 
In thewwc (printed) Catalogue of that Institution the book 
b ascribed to the printer, P. Schceffer, at Mentz (!). 

viii) Decor mariane vallis in Ringauia, 8vo. 32 pp. 
Bodmann (Rheing. Alterth. L 217), speaks of this work 
as coritaining the history of Marienthal, and as havmg 
been printed in the XVth cent, probably in the Marienthal 
press. I have been unable to trace this book anywhere. 



* Hot Culemann at Hannover has a leaf of this work which he told 
DM be bad found logelher with another blnnk leaf an which awrHtcn: 
"Anno Chrisli — 1435— durante adhneSacroconeiUo Baiiliensi ordinia 
S. Beoedicti Refonnatioic VmoBuTsfeldina, per vtramque Cermaniam 
fanetit ID tnonasterio Cluseesi, Duotui Braosuicensis, oc Dioceiis 

HildesheiRicnsis. Anno — I440 — Mognnliie ab ingeniouasimo 

quodain Johaone Gutenbergo, fail omDium primo inuenla, ac temporis 
[inigreasu magii magiaque aucta el illostrala, vtiliMima ilia An typo- 
giaphica sive impressoria.- — -Anno— 1474.— In Recessu annoiis Capi- 
tnli praefatae saerae Viuonis Bunfeldensis dccretum fait a Paltibus quod 
kssmnptamni el Apostolice confinnalanim Caerilnonianini >C diuino. 
rum Libet, bncnsque manniaiptos, debeat Mogunltee imprimi ; 

Puloque inde prodisse hoc Enemplar priroorxnn lyporum. Anno — 

1530— Itcnim fuerunl Mogantiae typis palchrioribus conjuoctim excusa. 
In folio quarto Mattyrolugium, Keguls, Caerimoniae, ac Ordloariui 
djninoTam. Qui codex etiam hibetur in Camers dotnini Abbatis in 
Uarieo Mmoster. Otctui pro benenolo Sciiptore &. Jod. R." 
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Of the above eight works, printed from 1468 till 1484^ 
Bodmann knew Nos. i, 11, in, and v. He mentions theniV 
himself (Rheing. AUerth. i. %i%) as having been printed'] 
at Marienihal by the Fratres communis vitae, and if he 
was acquainted with the works printed by Heumann, he 
irtOst have seen that there is absolute difference between 
the types of the two offices. At any rate, we know now 
that there is no question of identity between them. We 
also know that hitherto no other types have been found 
which can be s^d to have belonged to the Fratres. 

What then could the Fratres have transferred to Heu- 
mann by that unfvhluked deed of sale of which Bodmann 
speaks ? 

The third statement is again one of Bodmann (RhHng. 
AUerth. i. 136), that the Fraira' communis vitae, of 

Marienthal, had bought [after Aug. 5, 1483?] type (namely 
Gutenberg's type) from the heirs of Hans BechtermuncEe 
(the son of Heinrich) of Eltville. 

Now, it will be admitted on all hands that the Fratres of 
Marienthal used, till 1484 at least, two types in the worlts 
which are enumerated above, which in design and peculiarity 
stand separate from all other tj'pes used in the 15th century. 
Schaab {Erfind. Buckdr. i. 509) already said, " in their form 
they have something peculiar, characteristic, which we find 
neither in Gutenbei^s nor in Schoeffer's office," Fischer 
(Seltttth.\\. 130) tells us: "manner, character, even the 
black (colour of the ink) indicate a particular printer." 
Consequently, it will be admitted on all hands that there is no 
identity of types either between those of the Fratres of 
Marienthal and the Bechterm uncles of Eltville on the one 
hand, or of the Fratres and Heumann on the other. Schaab 
(1. c.) speaks of " a close connesion ( Verbindung) between 
the press of the Fratres of Marienthal and that of Guten- 
berg at Eltville," but he does not state what the nature of 
the connexion can have been, nor can I find that Bodmann 
gives any authority for his assertion that the Fratres had 
bought their type from the heirs of the Bechtermunczes. 
We know for ctrtain that the Eltville press or presses pro- 
duced, from 1467 till 1477, at least four works or rather 
four editions of one work, of which I shall speak when 
treating of the fourth statement As I am equally certain 
that these arc not printed in the types which we fini 
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books of the Fratres, it may be here said that if the types, 
which we at present know to have been used by the 
Eltville press or presses, by the Fratres of Marientha^ and 
by Fried Heumann at Mentz, are the only ones ibey ever 
did use, then there can have been no connexion whatever 
between iheir several printing-offices, at least not in the 
way of a transfer of types. Consequently the theory of a 
continuance of a Gutenberg, or any other printing, school, 
through the Fratres or Heumann, cannot, under the present 
circumstances, be accepted, 

It is worthy of remark that Bodmann, when treating of 
Maiienlhal, does not speak of any transfer of type what- 
ever, and merely says (i. p. 212) that "the Fratres erected 
their own press in 1462, when Mentz was destroyed," 

The fourth statement is that the Bechtermunczes were 
printing, in 1467, at Eltville, with the type of ibe Catbo- 
Itcon of 1460, and had obtained this type, in the first 
instance, from Johann Gutenberg, not as property, but by 
way of loan, when his dignity, as a member of the court of 
the Archbishop of Mentz, prevented him from printing 
himself; while, after 1468, they bought this very same 
type from the Syndic Homery, who was, according to the 
document of 36 Febr. 146S, the owner of Gutenberg's 
printing-office. 

With regard to Ihis/cwrM statement I can speak less de- 
cisively than with respect to the three others. But I will 
give what I have found. 

On the 4th Nov. 1467, a I-atin-German Vocabulary, 
known as the Vocabularius Ex quo, was published at EJtville 
(Altavilla) near Mentz, with the following colophon on leaf 
166'- (line 24):— 

Piesens hoc opu«;u1u no slili aot penne saf- IJ ftngio £5 noua 
*nilidosa<), inuencDDc qui' II dam ad eusebiam dei mduitrie pei 
benricmn U bcchtenonncje pie memorie in iJtauilla est || inchoa- 
mm. cl demu sub anno dm M.cccc !| Uvij. ipo die leonaidi con- 
foaoHs qni fuit II quart* die mentis nouembiu p nycolaum || 
bec}itermucjc fralrem dicti beorici et wy- || gandii ipyesj de 
orthenbei^ c coDEummmu ll Hiac lib! sancle pater nalo cQ ' 
Ikmie saciQ |l Laus el honoi dno Irino tribuaCur et vno i| Qui 
Inudare pii seiDp no linquc mariam. 

Collation : a" b c d e f g h i k I m 0'° o p' q'°_i*, 166 leaves, 
4*, 35 Qnereo linn to a page ; no printed signatures, with 
hyphens, do initials, no initial directors. Lcsf I (blank?) 
warning 1 lcsf 3*(Iioe I): [EJiquo vocabulatij vatij auteiici 
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vidcHc) I: hngwico kalholico breuik^ pap^ H alij que codiceaia 

sul I Spac^ne pdosi in {| collectoe plixi et itelleoe obscuii c* ^ 
in tl numni mtilti iti paupes scholws eoide de facili t [| ; etc. 

The onique copy of this ediiiao io ihe Paris National LibmyJ 
WMils the first leaf (probably blanV), is othervriw in petfocf 
coDd'ition, and has luU al the foot ai tlie leaves tha signatut ' 
wiitleo in by hand. 

The book was republished on the sth June, 1469, with ^ 
the following colophon on leaf 166* (line 24) :— 

ricwns hoc oposculu no stili ani peime mf- U Era^a aj 
Dona attificiosa% inuencoe qiuu |l dam ad eusebiun dei Indns- 
tiie per *nicDlau |l bechtermutje In Eltutt est ssumatQ Sub || 
anno domlnl M.cccc. Ixix ipe (nV) die stfi bom || (acij qn; fuit 
qointn die mens' lunij |l llinc liln uncti: nalo cu flunjne ucni H 
Laus et honor doo trino tribnatur et vno U Qni laudare \r& Bcmp 

Coll^on : a," b c d e f g b i k 1 m n'" op' q" t*. i6G leana, 

4*. 3S uneven lines to a pagit, no printed signatures (the quii«( 
of the Paris copy are signed by the rabricator i-rri, tlie last 
auire not signed), with hyphens, do pilalod inilialc, no iatCial 
ojiectora. 

Leaf I blank ; 3*: [E>quo vocabularij vnrij autetici *idclicx| 
hugK'ico katholico breuileg^ papyas il alij que codioes siil 
Spacone pclosi in collectue plixi e( i tellectoe obscmi ^ I 
DUmeo multi ila paupes scholaes toiAe de&cili 1 etc 

Both editions are printed in one and the same tTpCf 
which is said to be the identical type with which the 
Catholicon of 1460, and some other smaller works have 
been printed. 

I have carefully compared these two Eltville editions of the 
Vocabulary, both preserved in the Paris National Librai)', 
with the Catholicon, and do not feel at liberty to deny that the 
^pes are identical. At one time I thought the Vocabulary 
type was thicker, but more closely placed, and therefore not 
diking more room than that of the Catholicon. But this 
idea I abandoned again. In fact the letters are so minute 
that I do not know how any difl<;rence, suppose it 
existed, could be detected. I found, however, certain 
additions in the type of the Vocabularies, which are not in 
the Catholicon, such as (1) a somewhat long sign for us 
(^) projecting above the line*; (a) a contraction for et Q.), 
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* The Catholicon has such acontraclion too, even two diflereot one*; 
one small, for which we the worda AUitii, Aeeia, AJnialeratim, Altn, 
Aitmiarit, BtnigHUS, Btrtcx, Catttllemus, ftnitut (in vol. a l«af I*^ ; 
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whkh.in the Catholicon, is always etprcssed in full (rf). This 
sign for et (1) is the same as ihkt which a|ipean in the type 
of the Vocabularius Ex quo of 147 a ; see below (p. 148); 
(3) a contraction for tis (tf). The edition of 1469 has all 
these additions, but here also a new s» makes its atipearance 
by the side of the former s, which I find neither in the 
Catholicon nor in the Vocabularius of 1467, and which 
clearly belongs to the type of the edition of 1472, where 
I observed two kinds of s. 

Authors, who ascribe the Catholicon of 1460 to Guten- 
berg, argue, not unreasonably, thai Gutenberg must hare 
granted the use of his types to the Eltville printers with the 
consent of Homery, whose property they were, when he 
himself became attached to the court of Archbishop Adolf 
(cf Schaab, L 473, sq.). As in the Vocabularius of 1469 
Nicolaus Bcchtermuntze alone is mentioned as printer, 
Schaab concludes that, his brother Henty having left heirs, 
Nicolaus must have obtained possession of the Catholicon 
type after Gutenberg's death, by a special agreement with 
Homery, who must have made him proprietor, with the 
exclusion of Henry's heirs and Wigand Spiess, 

It may be observed that a loan of the Catholicon type by 
Gutenberg to Bechtermuncze before 1467, seems to accord 
ill with die fact that in 146S the Archbishop of Mentz 
handed types, said to have been Gutenberg's, to Homery, 
its real proprietor. In fact, if we admit the Homery docu- 
ment to refer to the Catholicon type, and admit also that 
the Eltville Vocabularies are printed in this type, then 
the migrations of the Catholicon type have been rather 
strange: in 1460 (and perhaps in 1461) it is at Mentz; in 
1467 ai Eltville in the hands of Henr. and Nicol. Bechter- 
tnuncze; in 1468 in the hands of the Archbishop of Mentz 



anotlwr larger, for whick lee Alkamia, Bathms, BifUx, Bite, Bilu- 
mtn, Smiitiiu, Smrii, Caihinnfr, Calue, Candda, CaHdidarau, Catu- 
fttuB, etc., etc. This larger one leenu la have been occationally uteil 
also for COD-, see ^1*1:111, Bubina, Maliiii, But in ua instance do ibey 
memble the long, Ibin sign which appears in the Vocabulines of I467, 
1469- 

* There is no dJffiimllr to distinguishing the new % fiom the 
old : bee for lui example the words Aiarim (whicTe the a o! mans is ibe 
oil, the s of mof ses Ibe new s), Abdiai (where the new s occuts al the 
end of the wotda Itgalm, miuui, and genlti, whereas AMiiu and 
\t have the old). 
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at Eltville, who in the same year handed it over to Homeiy 
I «t Meatz, the latter promising not to sell it outside the 
K'walls of Mentz; yet he must have transferred it veiy 
Tquictly again to Nic Bechtermuncze at Eltville. as the 
t latter already completed the new edition of the Vocabu- 
f buy on the slh of June, 1469. 

I It is possible that the Archbishop i^sposed of Guten- 
berg's type in his capacity of supreme ecclesiastical authority 
of the diocese, and would have acted in this capacity, even 
if Gutenberg had not been attached to his court, and need 
not necessarily have had Gutenberg's goods in his hands. 
It is also possible that the Homery document stands b 
t^connexion with Heniy Bechtermuncze's death which had 
Ff^en place before Nov. 4, 1467, and which may have 
necessitated some settlement in the Eltville printing-office. 
if the transaction between the Archbishop and 
Hotncry has been a purely adminiitrafwt one, and leTerred 
to the CatholicOD type, it seems strange that it should have 
been expressed in such vague terms, that no mention 
should have been made of the Bechtermunczes, and that 
' Homery should have made such a promise as is contained 
I in the document of 146S, without stating the condition of 
sSaiis as we now presume it to have been. 

Again, why should not Gutenberg have attempted to 
come to somer arrangement with Homery regarding the 
litter's pro[)erty when he himself ceased to make use of it, 
and transferred it to other persons? Above all, why 
should the two Bechtermunczes, and a third nobleman, 
have printed books, and published their name in them, 
with tools and type which were handed to them by a 
person who owed the money for them to another party? 
\ I confess I caimot m>'self suggest any satisfactory reply to 
these questions. 

It is known that Bernard (Orig. de I'imprimerie, ii. 6 sqq.), 
j seeing the difficulty involved in these extraordinary circum- 
\ stances, contended that Henry BechtermunGte (and not 
Gutenberg) was the printer of the Cadiolicon, and had 
established himself at least as early as 1458 at Mentz, 
whence he transferred his press afterwards to Eltville. 
Even Panzer had already some difficulty in explaining the 
use of the Calholicon type in 1467 by Becbtermuncic, if 
Homery had the type in his possession in 1468 (see li' 
Annoks, vol. iL p. 119), 
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In the present state of our knowledge I do not pretend to 
lecide one way or the other. The only thing I can say with 
ainty is that if the tj-pe of the Voca.bu!aries of 1467 and 
F1469 is really identical with that of the Caiholicon, and 
■ Gutenberg the printer of the latter work, the additions 
\ which we find in 1467, or perhaps as early as 1461, enable 
IS to distinguish two, if not three, stages in this press. 

\ ■ My researches of the last few months, though not enabling 
me to decide any questions, yet enable me to advance 
I, our knowledge of the Eltville press or presses a little 
further. 

It is known that the Vocahularius Ex quo was reprinted at 
., Eltville, in 1472 and 1477- The 1471 edition has the 



Presens hoc opuicutu no stilj aut pent uif> I] ftagio «; noua ai- 
lificioaa^ inuencune qua || tlnm ut euscbiam del indusirie. In 
EUuil eUilCfltuinslii. Subonodfij Mccoclu]j ipo die II Grc^orij 
pajx et doctoiis II Sit bndictus ho deus et de virgine natus II Nota 
lenota quj voll teulunica veiba || Lcgnlut (*)opus piesens e( re- 
bnre (sic) velil II Maxima de mtmis ex ptibus acctpe loiu || Inue- 
nias quod amai ei sludiosns eris || Ecce Ihu xne claudo pielale 
libellum II Leiide cupiens ccleslis habere locellum II Sea redep- 
ecnitrii ^ virgO pudoris |l Llbri prnsorii aima lege vesle 



deCMU 'tc II 

Collation : 

jio. 35 unev 



."bcdefghiklm 



n'°op'q'"r', 166 leaves, 
I printed Mgnatnies, with 

nypncns no pnniea miiiais, no iniiial directors. 
Leaf I (blank) wanting ; la : [E)xquo vocabularij varij auie- 

tici ridelic; 11 huguicio kamolico lireuileg^ papyas |j alij c| codices 

i&t ID 3paccine pcioie in |1 collectoe pliii . et Iieliectoe obscuri . 

et in II nuraco multi ita % pau^^es scholaes eoide de fa |i &c. 

I have seen copies of it i) in the Paris National Library ; 
3) in Hen Culemann's Library, who has, besides, the single 
leaf which begins with Ampkorhma, and the lower portion 
of the last leaf which contains the imprint ; 3) in the 
Hambui^ Town-Library. 

Hitherto bibliographers have contented themselves with 
saying that this edition and that of 1477 are printed with 
a different type (cf Schaab, i, 497) ; Dr, Van der Linde 
(p. 69) states they are printed with a type similar (I) to that 
of the Catholicon. No facsimile has, as far as I know, 

(*) In the Hambui^ copy the "di" have been kcralchcd ouL 
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ever been published of either edition. On my exanuDing, 
a few months ago, the Paris copy of the edition of \\it, it 
seemed to me that its type was identical with the brief-lypc 
used for the text of the 31-line letters of Indulgence of 
i454.t It is known that this type has never yet been de- 
tected in any book ; M. Didot even concludes (Nouv. Biogr. 
G^n, art Gutenberg) that it must have been destroyed. 

I now thought it had been my good fortune to discovet 
it, and just in a place (Eltville) whither we might have 
expected it to be transferred. 

On a closer inspection and comparison of ihe two types:, 
however, I was compelled to abandon the idea of identity, 
as the new type is smaller than the old, though in deugn 
there is absolutely no difference between them, Mr. Blades 
(vol. 3, page xxxil) has shown that some of Caxton's types 
have undergone a process of trimming ; namely, a new 
mould was prepared, and in it was stamped, not the old 
original /iJ/ij: or pun^fi, hut an old type (letter) trimmed, 
so that a new fount of type was produced, which was really 
the same as the old one, but not quite the same in body. 
But it is doubtful whether we could assume such a process 
to have been adopted with regard to the 31-line Indulgence 
type, and we must, therefore, treat the 1472 type as nothing 
more than a close imitation of the 3i-line Indulgence type. 

Another work was printed with the t)'pe of the 147a 
Vocabularius, namely an undated edition of the Summa 
de articulis Fidei of Thomas de Aquino, of 35 lines, men- 
tioned by Hain *i4i6. As Dr. Von Halm was so kind as to 
send this little work to Cambridge for my use, I have thought 
it better to have a page of it photographed and added to 
the present work. Its greatly irregular lines would justify 
us, I think, in ascribing to it a somewhat earlier date than 
1471. On a measurement it will be seen that this type 



t Though I made this otseTvation independenlly. Mr. Bradshiw 
obliged me nmch by calling my allention to Dr. C. L. Ciolefeiid'i 
"Catalogue of Hetr F. G. H- Culemmn's Incunabeln'Sommlaog" 
(Hannorer, 1S44), where on p. 10 the Vocabularius of 1472 is said la 
]uTe "been piinEcd with the small lypet of thoie Gutenberg Letters of 
Indulgence of 1454, which slio contaiD the Miual.typn of the 36-line 
Bihl^^' Thi. nnw wx: repelled in Sotheby's Sale Cstaloeue, Feb. 7, 
I's LibtsTy) ; but here the Dole to me Vocabu- 
edition ii printed 



Bible?' This 

1870, p. 73. (Culcmann's Library) 
lariui of 1477 ii wrong, s) it is said that 
with the same ^e, which 
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prints about 13 lines in the same space where the Indul- 
gence contains only ^o, and yet in the latter document the 
down stroke of some of the leltere of one line already 
nearly touches the up stroke of the line underneath.' It 
is true, in the 3S-line Aquinas the lines appear in such dose 
proximity that they would almost seem to overlap one 
another, but it may be doubled whethet this result can 
have been obtained by a filing down of the Indulgence 
type- 
As to the individual letters, in the 31 -line Indulgence, 
which is not a lengthy document, we find only the capitals 
ABCDEIMNRST. Of these the CEIMS would seem to 
reappear almost unaltered in the Aquinas and 147a 
Vocabulary type, but the ABDNRT are different, and 
represent more the form and size of the Catholicon type, 
of which the Aquinas type seems also to have taken the 
FGHOS. 

These details, which I might give at even greater length, 
coupled with a mixture of types in the Vocabularies of 
1467 and 1469, spoken of above (p. 143), point, in my 
opinion, to the fact that the office where the 31-line Indul- 
gence of 1454 and 1455 was printed, and that where the 
Catholicon of 1460 was printed, and that where the 
Vocabularies of 1467, 1469, and 147a, and the 35-linc 
Aquinas, were printed, were one and the same, and must 
have been in possession not only of the typa with which 
these works are printed, but also of the tools for producing 
the types. Whether that office belonged, from 1454 to 
1472, to one and the same frin/er, is a question which I 
cannot solve at present. Not before 1467 do we see the 
name of the printer mentioned. But it ap|>ears to me that 
in that year the Catholicon type (with its modifications), and 
the type of the 35-line Aquinas were already in one office 
at Eitville. I cannot deny that the circumstance of a type, 
resembling so closely that of the 31-line Indulgence, being 
found at Eitville in 1473, may favour the theory of a 
transfer of type, at some time or other, from the printer 
of that document (let us call him Gutenberg), to Eitville. 
It is exactly for this reason that I refiain liom deciding 



' It will be seeo below ihal two other «ditioD( of this work have 
been pnnlcd in the Catliolicon t^rpe, the one of 34. iheolherofjSluiek 
Would ihe edition of 35 lines h>v< to b« pluti betweefl tti»« nmi 




r W*e«Jiiffc<M<rfthcC«hBfr 

■■ l i i ii ai iiM»e: 4> «ic/r»tf dK 
? 5> is Ac q^ BKd ■ x^i aad ■ i4£7 aad 

»% iinlical wA Ab qrpe^ aid V » 6) ai^ ir 




hrr» r> Jiiifcni w Tfrnn tmI [rim-Tl Ttinr Thr r^lhriBmii 

Nor B ifacfc M {Hcxnt x^cndcooe to fWHiprl mto tcotpL 

GatCBbag a> the fKBiMc of ihe ai-liae IndJgcwcc If we 

I 9t*^t* hm XI tndi, sad abo accept die tfaevy tfast be nsed 

[ Vorb, it mut agiiii be asked : howcooIdbehavetematEied 
£ y o p detor of this type after the Inr-soil of 1455 — and if it 
F Al remxin in his possession, irtut could bare mduced hisi 
I |D transfer this type before 1461 to utotber printer, and 
r binnelf to call in as&istajKe &tim Dr. Hocneiy to cast 
I CDOther type? 

I am Dot alile to say in what books beddes the Vocabu- 
Izrios of 1471 and the Siunina of Thomas de Aquino, the 
■mall type imitated from the 31-line Indulgence type is 
found, nor during vhat period it continued to be used, nor 
agnin whether the larger or church type of the Indulgence 
it ever found associated with it in its Uter history. 

lltCTe may be a good many other books in existence, 
ptinled with these t>*pes, but as yet unidentified or ascribed 
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to some other printers. All I can sa.y is thit the Eltville 
Vocabul&rius of 1477 is printed again with a different type, 
and this time with a colophon in which Nieolaus Becliter- 
muDCie is mentioned as the printer.* 

A copy of this edition is preserved in the Royal Library 
at Munich, and was most kindly forwarded to me by the 
Librarian, Prof. Dr. Karl von Halm, for my inspection. 

The imprint on leaf 171" 11 35 runs as follows : 

PrescDS hoc opusculum non Elili nut pmne It sulTrRgio. Sed 
DOT* aitiiicioKii|, iDuencione || quadam ad -Eusebiaoi dei in- 
dustrie per Nya |{ coUum Bechiemi&cie in Elluil c&t 3EUB.tu \ 
Sub Anno drii. M.CCCC Ixxvlj. Ipso die U saocti Thome spli 
^d fuil Sabbalo die tnes' || Decembris || Hinc tibi sancte nato 
cQ flitnine sacra |l Laus et honor diio trino tribuaf et vno II Qui 
IJiudare piam scmp non Unq Mariam II ; 172^ blank. 
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Collnlioo : A" B C D E FG H I KLM N O PQ RSTVX", 
171 leaves 4*. 34 mostly even lines on a page ; with signatures, 
BO primed JDllials, no inilial directois, with double bypbeas. 

Leaf t blank ; 2' (wilb signalure A*) : [E] X quo Tocabnlarij 
varij autcnli 'iid videlicet Hugwicio Kiitbo^ 



In order to show the results which, in my opinion, we 
have obtained, I subjoin an attempt at classifying the types 
and works attributed, in Dr. Van der Linde's book, to 
Gutenberg. This lisl is arranged chronologically under the 
several types, which again are placed in the order of their 
first appearance. Each work is described minutely wheo- 
cver I think I may correct some errors or throw some 
light on the books mentioned With respect to some of 
the books, however — which were beyond my reach, or the 
correct collation of which would retiiiire perhaps weeks or 
-months; eg. the 36- and 42-line Siblc— 1 simply refer to 
^e description of other bibliographers. 
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used by the unknown printer of the 3i<tine I 
of Indulgence of 1454. 



Theie types appear together in four issues of this Indul- 
gence, which are really one composition, which has under- 
gone successive modifications as regards the position of 
some of the words, which makes them appear diffeient 
editions. The four issues may easily be distinguished liy 
the lines iS-ir as printed on the accompanying folding 

a) Indulgence with printed date Mccccliiit; 31 lines; 
Broadside foiio. Types : 1 (large, church-type, used for the 
rubrics, and regarded as identical with that of the 36-line 
Bible); 2 (text or brief-type). Besides these two types 
we find a large initial V, and two large initials M, which 
difiTer from each other. 

In this issue (he blink space left between the word deuoti 
(the lost in line iS) and Ibc word Junta (the last but lix io line 
19) it ahout \\ line (for wbichsee the foliling plate). 

As this issue also differs from issue b, by the setling up of the 
Hoes 35 and 26, 1 print these tines also on the folding plate. 

Of this issue no sold copy has as yet been foond. The fol- 
lowing unsold copies, all printed on vctlum, have come to my 
knowledge and tieen enamined by me. 1} in the Town-libnr? 
at Brunswick, where I saw it on the 14th Oct. iSSl.— 2) in the 
libratj at WolfcDbiillel, where I saw it on the t4th Oct. tSSi, 



t HannoTei, at whose house I saw it on the ijlhOcl. 1S81. 
The upper portion of this copy is complete as br as line aj 1 
but it IS combined with the lower part (tines 26-31} of a copv 
of one of the later issues (perhaps d), as is eridenl from line Id 
which bos ccctiastLcis. Mr. Culemann told me that he postesaei] 
this piece before be obtaiocd the upper portion, and he has 
written on the liack, Uiat this cony was originally in the Town 
Library at Brunswick, and was obtained by him in 1S75. 

Some of these copies (I believe two) were discovered, toeetber 
with copies betongmg to issue b, at Brunswick, in lh« budtng 
of a copy of the Quciliones theologice de incamalion* et 
SBCrainenlu, said (o have been printed by Mich. Wensflet at 
Basle, between 1470 and 1474, which was formerly pre- 
served in the Ministerial (or Preachers') library, but is now \a 
Ihe town-library, at limnswick. Cf. Perti' account in the 
Abkandltat^ of the Berlin Academy, 1S56 (1857), wfae 
jives a facsimile of issue t, IhouEh he seems to imply fbn il b 
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one of issue a ; SoUmum, id Ihe Serafiaim for 1S43, p. 3S0, 
who prints lines lS-31 of the issues a-i or the Jl-Une Imlul- 
gencc, and lines lS-20 of [he 3o-iiiic Indulgence; De Laborde, 
iWbuti de rimprimeric k Mayencc, p. 17 &c. 

I have been unable lo ucenain vhen ind where the other 
unosed copies, or fragments of copie*. which I have seen, were 

■ b) Indulgence with printed dale Mcctcliiii; 31 lines, 
including a blank line 19. Broadside folio. Types 1 and 2, 
nd the same initial V and two initials M as in issue a. 

In this issue the blank space left between the word deuaii 
(the last in line tS) and the word Joxla (shifted oa to Ihe be- 
girmine of line 20) is > little mora than ij line ; the whole line 
l9beingheTelc{t blank; (seetheroldineplile). Of this issue also 
no sold copy has as jel been found. 1 have seen the following 
taueld copies, all printed on vellum, two of which teem to 
have been discovered with copies of issue a •.—1) in the Town- 
Libiwy at Bninswick, where I saw it oti the I4lh Oct., lESi.— 
2) in the Library at Wolfenbiittel, where I saw it on the t4th 
Oct., 1S81, pasted on brown pasteboard, It is made up of three 
pieces, which, however, perfectly fit toother, and cleariy belong 
la oae and Ihe tame copy. It had ?oinieTl]i belonged to the 
Brunswick Library. — 3) in the possession of Heir F. Culemann, 
at Hannover, at whose house I saw it on the ijlh Oct., iSSl. 
He wax unable to tell me whence he had obioined it. 

A facsimile of this issue it given by Perti (I.e.) ; and Soli- 
inann (I.e.) has printed the tines t8-33 (including the bl.tnk 
line 19). These will again be found on the accompanying 
fblding plate, and I odd the lines 15 and 16 (16 and 37), 
which differ from those in issue a. 

It is not impossible that the issues a and t are experiments of 
the printer to accommodate the Pardoner or Seller of the Indul- 
gence with the necessary blank space for filling in the names and 
dale*. Issue », with Juxta &c., commencing in the latter part of 
line 19, was probably found to be inconvenient to him, hence 
the word Juxta was shifted to the beHnning of the next line, 
and all the fbltowing words accoidin^y, but line 19 was left 
aitiiely blank ; this change produced iisae i. The blank line 
being found unnecessary, the lower portion of the Indulgence 
was shifted up, and the third issue (c) was proiluced. This 

Bain was changed into issue d, by simply altering the date 
ccccliiii inio Mcccdv. 

c) Indulgence with printed date Mccccliiii ; 31 lines. 



If I could have described every separate fragment I have leeti, I 
fhooJd have registered a iliU greater number of copies. But while on 
mj travels I did not know all ibe pointi whereby ti> diitiugaish the 
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Broadside folia Types 1 and 2, and the initial V, and two 



Uic f. 



Of lliU usue, which was read]' at least beroie Not. 15, 1454, 
i/um lald copies tuve hiihcrto been dlscovacd, and are pie* 
served i— 1) in Ibe Mwrmin-Weslieenen Museum at the Hague, 
tuned at Eriurt, na the Ijth Not. 14^. This copy has been 
described by Schelbom in his Er^tUuKktilcn, Ulm, 1763, p. 
376-8a He pns«D[ed it to Meetman. Cf. Dibdin, Bib]. 
!>pcncenaiu, I. p. iUt. ; Perti, (Lc) — 2) in the Litiniry at 
WoUeabiinel, in a frame under glass. It is a fngment coosMing 
of the left tult as br as Paul |. The copy was issued in 
behalf of " Beseb'tol |" ; what was to follow must of courae 
hsTe been on Ibe other hijf, whidi is wauling ; that there were 
more peixtnu than one appears from the word cri^Bueriit, which 
has r^nained in the followiDg line. The dale is intact, namely, 
" Jk ueio JcnnHb Meosis Decembiis." — 3] in the Nalioiiil 
Ubrary at Paris, iroied at Menti, on the 3iti Dec. 1454 
Perti (Lc). A facsniile of this copy in L)e Laboide, Ik 
etc p. 4.— 4) in the Library at Caisel, isued at Eynbeck, 
the iith Jan. 1455 (the numcnls iiii of the year havine *" ~ 
altered with the pen lo quinio, just as in the four foUc 
copies}. — 5) in the Libtaiy at Gottingcn, iss 
on the 37th (not 36lh) Jan. 1455.— 8} in the Archives ai 
Schwerin, issued at LilnebBre, on the aSlh Jan. 1455, — 7) in 
the Royal Museam at Copenhagen, issued at Copcnh^en, on 
the 19th April, 1455. — S) in (he LJbraiy at Gottingen, issued 
at Hildcshcim, on ihe 30tb April, 1455. (De Laborde says 
ihat the dale of this copy was altered to 1455 by adding; j to the 
numerals iiii ; but this is not the fact, the date having been 
altered in precisely the same way ai in the copies 3-6.) 

I nm able further to indicate the existence of the following 
taiuiid copies : — 9) an unused copy in the Town-Ubraiy al 
Bmnswidc, where I saw it on the 14th Oct. iSSl. The date 
Mcixdiiii has been altered, ^ Jofu/, to MccccIt. — 10) an unused 
copy in Ihe possession of Herr F. Culemann, at Hannover, at 
whase house I saw it on the Ijlh Oct. l88(. He could not tell 
me whence he bad obtained it. — 11) another unused copy in the 

n session of Herr F. Culetoaan, a.t Hannover, at whose bouse 
iw it on the 13th Oct. iSSi. It consists ci two pieces be- 
loneine lo two diiferenl copies, namely, lines 1-9, which Hen 
Culemann informed me he had obtained from the £scheabui]g 
Collection in Brunswick ; and the lines 10-31, of which he 
Kwld not tell me the origin. 
All the copies are printed on vellum. 

d) Indulgence with printed date Mcccciv; 31 lines. 
Broadside folio. Types 1 &iid 2, and the initial V, and two 
initiab M. 
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lus beoi iltered to MccccIt, and (be last fooj lines from Toot 
*ecni to have been a little .>ihil^e<J. 

Copies of it, all on veilum, are preserved :— 1) in Earl 
Spencer's libraiy at Allhorp, issued it Wiiizborg, on the 7th 
Hatch, I4SS i ef. Dibdin, BibL Spenc. I. p. iliv. (*)— 2) in the 
Unireiiily Library at Leipiig. issued a» Nuremberg oa the 14th 
March, 1455,-3) the copy from which the transcript was taken 
^lictt Laborde (p. to) saw at Cassel, and which, according lo 
Sotnnann'i descriptioa (L c.) may be still in the possession of 
flie Baronial Family Zu Eyssenlach.Lautetbach, near Cassel, 
The original was issued at Etfurt on ite 281b March, I455.(t) 
4) in the library at Wolfenbiillel, issued at Goslar on tbe loth 
April, 1455, I saw this copy on the I5lh Oct. 1881, in a frame 
under eUss.— 5) in the Library of the Inle Sir Thomas Phillipps, 
SI Cheltenham, issued at Wiinburg, on the I31h April, 1455 : 
see above No. 1 and note. — 6) in the Univeisin library at 
Heidelberg, issued " in Conitancia " on the 21st of April, 1455, 
to "Judocus friimesscT prespiter (sic) secularis Constanciensis 
dyocesii.*'— 7) in the Ciiy-Arcbiyes at AugsbuiE, issued at [St. 
Gallen ?] on the 28th April, 1455 ; cf. Pert? [1. c.) ; Hasslcr, 
■n Verhandl. des Vereins liir Kunst in Ulm, &c, 1857, p. 34. — 



„. _, _sued at GoKii^hen on the jgth April, 1455. It was 
discovered in the City-Archives by Dr. G. Schmidt, see Scra- 
peum, 1863, p. 81.— 10) in the Libraiy at Woltenbiittel, in a 
name onder glass, a fragment consbtmg of the last 10 lines 
(therel«(e the two forms of absolution). Further, of line 11 
(coonling from foot) some strokes have tcmained, which, accord- 
ing to Prof, Dr. Von Heiaemann, the Librarian of WoUenhiit lei, 
seem to indicate that the copy was sold " [die vero] xiix Mcnsis 
Aprilis." Of lioe IZ ooly so much has remained that the lower 



(•) Dibdin speaks (ia 1814) of two copies with the printed dale 
Mcccdv, as being at Althorp. Petli, who visited Althorp in 1856, 
pointed ont (Lc.) that there were only two copies at Allhorp, indodmg 
the Indulgence of 30 lines. Conseqnenlly, Dr. Van der Llnde (p. 515) 
•peaks of Dibdin's second copf (of 1455) as mm txistad. But Dibdin 
eould scarcely have spoben of such a second copy unless he actually 
kad one before him. This wai really the cant ; bat the unsealed one 
of 145s, which he mentioned but did not describe, was some time after 
«Brji^<^n/by Lord Spencer forthe30-Une lodulgence, which had been 
porchued br Payne and Foss (see their CataL of 1837, No. 6165, and 
Sotheby, Pnodpia Typc^. ii. 210) ; the 1455 copy aflerwoids passed 
into the Library of Sir Thomas PhitUpps (see my No. 5 of issue rf). 

(t) There is no evidence yet published to show lo which of the several 
bsnes this copy belongs, so I leave it where I find it placed by oihers, 
\ anlil tome one hoi an opportunity to examine it. It must be rcmcm- 
rfcercd that Laborde only saw a transcript of it in a volume of collec- 
^ lanea relating to the family above mcntioocit, in which, naturally, no 
■tdlffierence would be made between the written and printed ports of tlic 
VJodulgence. 





Gutenberg: 






[Kiilioo of the * of the yew U visible. At the foot, on lltt 

right-hand side, is written : " Johes Droste i pmiss3 depotatS''' ; 
on the left, "s' ad cisif ." 

fn 1876, Dr. Guslav Schmidt, Diiector of the Roral Dom- 
GfinDHsium at HaJberstadt, diKOTered foui Hniint/ copici of 
this edition at Halbeisladl, in the binding of u book ptcscntii 
in the Librarr of the Dom-Gymnasiuin, the title of which Dr. 
Schmidt no lotwer remembeis. One of tbe copies (which t 
shall call No. 11) has reuukined in Ibat Librai;. The Ikm 
others (No. 12-14) were sold to Mr. Albeit Cuhn, the boofc- 
Kller at Berlin. In replj; to my Uiler of Sept. iStb. iSSi. this 
eentleman most kindly mfonned me that he sold : 12] lo the 
Dnkc d'Aumale ; 13) to M. Ftlloo (this copy was exhibiledin 
the Paris Exhibition of 1879 on the Trocadcio) ; 14) Co Hen 
Senator Fried. Culemann, at Hannover. This last cog^ I taw 
on the iJthOct. 1881, The last two Kncs, and the latter por- 
tion of the 5th (froDi foot) : In nomine &c, which hod been cat 
away from (his copy, have been added to it by Mr. Culemann. 
frotn aaother copy, of which he possessed at tbe lime 5 or 6 
lines. Another unused copy, 15] in the British fttuseiim 
(pressmark C. i3. e. z. No, las). 

Before leaving the subject of the 31-line Indulgence I wish 
lo make a few remarks. First, as to the presence of blank 
copies at Bruiiswick, which has been explained in a way 
which I think is not the right one. 

In 1843 Holtrop, the late Librarian of the Hague, writing 
to Sotzmann (see "Serapeum" for 1843, p. 386) informed 
him that the book in which four blank copies of the 
31-line Indulgence had been discovered at Brtinswick was 
printed by Michael Wensler, in Basle, probably between 
1470 and 1474. Holtrop further suggested that — as 
Wenaler printed in that city in 1475, in conjunction with 
Bernh. Rihel, who, a year before (?), had printed a Latin Bible 
in conjunction with the satae Bcrthold (Rodt, or Rtippel) 
of Hanau, who ai>peared in the Menlz Law-suit of 1455 as 
an assistant of Gutenberg — we might perhaps infer that, 
through him, the proof-sheets of the Indulgence had gone 
from Mentz to Basle and thencf to Brunswick. 

What was merely su^tsttd by Holtrop in 1843, is told by 
Dr. Van der Linde in 1878 as an undoubted fad (see his 
Gutenberg, p. 45), without Holtrop's name being men- 
tioned. 

A more plausible expbnalion of so many blank copies 
(which I do not regard as proof-iAttts, but as unuud copies 
of isiUKt which either have been used, or were intended 
to be used) lutving been discovered at Brunswick (and 
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HalbersUdt) may be attempted, by saying that the par- 
doners or persons sent out to sell the Indulgences, had most 
probably arrived with their waies at the two places men- 
tioned, by the time that the Indulgence was no longer 
valid, i.e. May, 1455. When we observe the dales whan, 
and the places where, the Itidulgences which hai-e come 
down to UB, have been sold, we can follow the vendors 
on their journey from Mentz to Copenhagen, and see them 
in April, 1455, sell copies at Copenhagen, Hildesheim, 
Goslar, Gottingen. Brunswick and Halberstadt are on 
this route, and it may fairly be assumed that the pardoners, 
when the month of May had arrived, abandoned then and 
there the unsold copies, leaving thena, most likely, in the 
first instance, in the hands of the local chief ecclesiastical 
dignitary, whence they came finally into the hands of the 
binders. 

The idea of an assistant of Gutenberg, having been 
instruments] in bringing the copies, first from Mentz to 
Basle, and thence to Brunswick (and Halberstadt) may 
eafely be dismissed from our minds. 

There remains for me to notice an error into which, if 
appearances do not deceive me, I>e Laborde has fallen with 
regard to the issues of this Indulgence. In his work DibuU 
dc fimpn'mtrie a Mayetue ei a Bamberg, Paris 1 840, he speaks 
of an edition of this Indulgence of 32 lines, preserved at 
Brunswick. Ho arrives at this number of lines by printing 
Junta as tht ray last word in line 1 9, and shifting all fcJ- 
lowing words forward accordingly. To make the whole 
matter clear he prints, in special type, the end of the aoth 
and 3tst line thus: 

debet In veritatis testimonium 

Anno dfil MccccUiii die uero 

By this arrangement the word Mensis would (all on a 
separate line, and hence his edition of 33 lines. 

De Laborde has been quoted by Brunet (s.v, Nicolaus V.) 

From all that I have said on this document and from 
the lines which 1 print on the folding plate, it will be seen 
that no such edidon has come to my knowledge. 

I may add that Mr. Bensly, the Librarian of Caius 
College, Cambridge, examined for me, in September, 1881, 
all the copies jMeserved at Brunswick and WolfenbiitteL 





Cutenbefg: 



In his letter lo mc he made no mention of Laborde's 
edition of 32 lines. Within a few weeks aftervrards I myself 
visited Mr. Culemann, at Hannover, and the Brunswick and 
Wolfenbiittel Libraries. I saw all the copies of the In- 
dulgences in the possession of Mr. Culemann, and the two 
libraries, but no such edition as described by De Laborde 
came to light. Nor can I (ind that anyone else mentions 
this edition. There is, I may say, an issue of 32 lines 
(issue i) if we include in our calculation the Ime {19) 
which has been lefl blank, but De Laboide's notes do not 
refer to this point. 

I cannot account for De Laborde's error unless I assume 
that in the notes he made at Brunswick he must have 
written that Juxta, which appears in the issues b, c, and d 
al the beginning of the line, occurred in one of the issues 
al the end of the line. Having returned from his journey 
he probably worked out his notes, and finding in them 
that Juxta was to come at the end of the line, he must 
by some measurement have fixed the word testimonitmi 
at the end of the next, and again the word uero at the end 
of the following line, and so on. De Laborde has done 
something similar with regard to the Strassbuig lawsuit 
of 1439. where he gives in some places of his facsimila 
something quite different from what he prints in his text 
His indication of an edition of 33 lines of this Indulgence 
has caused me considerable trouble; but I believe I 
justified in saying that it is a simple error on his part, 
that no such issue exists. 



Finally I have to take notice of a pamphlet entitled 
Signature of Guttnberg, by Dr. P. De VilHers, London, 
1878, in which the author professes to have " established 
the authenticity and modus legendi of the signature of 
Gutenberg." This gentleman imagines that he has dis- 
covered — in the strokes of the large capital R which is 
found, accompanied by a small " and in some cases by 
some flourishes which look like S, on the back of almost 
all the sold copies of the Letters of Indulgence of 1454 
and I4SS — not only the letters which constitute the name 
of GUTENBERG, but also an S, which Dr. De Villiers 
explains to be the initial of the name of Sulgeioch. 

In reply to this it may be said that it is now beyond 
douDt that Joharm Gutenberg, though he seems to have 
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been connected with the family who bore the name of 
Sulgeloch, never bore that name himself, and, therefore, 
could not have signed it on the back of any document 
whatever; and it is still more beyond doubt that the R, or 
R", or R" (which we find in some copies) on the back of 
the Indulgences, simply means Registrata, 

It is written quite diflerently in [he different copies, and 
the ink and penmanship of this endorsement, in the four 
copies which I have examined, correspond in each case 
exactly with that of the Pardoner who has entered the 
buyer's name and his own in the text. The Pardoners 
differ, as may be seen in De Laborde's or Dr. Van der 
Linde's book, according to the district in which they were 
dipulati or subdcputati of Paulinus Chappe, and conse- 
quently the R or R" differ. I have also seen several 
unsold copies, on which no endorsement is found at a!L 
The R or R"* has therefore, beyond doubt, nothing what- 
r to do with Gutenberg's or any other printer'a name. 



(For type 2 see above, p. 
of it below, p. iSo.) 



TYPE \ continued. 

50, and for the imitation 



It is generally assumed that this type continued to be 
used at Mcntz for the printing of the following works ; 

I. Manung widder die Durke. For Jan. 1455. 4", 5 
printed leaves; the last page blank, ao and 3i uneven 
lines to a page. 

1 have had no opfiortiinily of seeing this booV, Ihc imiqnc 
copy of which U prciscrvcd in the Royal Librury at Munich. 
1 only know it from Ibe description and facsimile published in 
iBoS by J. Christ, von Arelia {Utbtr dit Felgm der ErfiadHng 
der BHi/idrwMtrkHHil, 4° AfuncAeit). Arelin's facsimile is 
most likely not a faithful representation of the original, other- 
wise I should hitTe some difficulty in betievin^ t£ttt It could 
have been printed with the type of the 36-luie Bible. A> 
1 am not prepared to say that the types differ, I class the 
"Manung with ihote works with which it is usually placed. 
It was discovered in 1804 in the Convent of Jesuits at Ai^borg. 
Cf. Bemanj, Orig. de Vimpr. i. J6. 

3. Conjunctiones et Oppositiones solis et lun^e (usually 
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Broadside shee^'l 



called Kalendar) for the year 1457, 
prbted on one side only. 



)f Ihe City of Menti from 
Hxt>-\^bo, and fiR»nted by Gotlhdf Fiicher lo the I'am 
Libi3ry. Cf. llenuid, 11. 3^. A faciimile of it maj be Ken 
in Fischer's /•'otia du frcniur manumaU tyfegr., JlUymtt, 
Itkn; Wcttci's Gesih., pUte vi, etc 

4. Der Cisianus {not Cislanus) am dtitficbe. Broadside 
sheet. pHnted on one side only ; j6 lines, besides sepanM 
head-line. 



Cambridge It wn 
1S76. The size of (he pa^ [5 ilut of 



5. Donatus. Edition {a) of 14 (^ leaves; 
lines on a page. 

Of (bis edition the British Museum (ptessmark : C. iS, e. I 
No. 3) possesies the follotriog leaves oc fragmenls of laves. 
Leaf 3, lines I (?) — 13 ; on the Term a ponion of n 15th line is 
•tili viubte i 4) intact, except that some letters arc tSzcci by 
use ; 6) lines l I?)— 11 ; 7) lines 3 (or 4I— 14 01 35 ; S) 10 
lines ; 9) it lines and portions ofa snd, they seem ta be tb« 
lines i~2i ; 10) intact; ii)inU£t; 13) the lower points c^ODe 
line and 13 other lines intact 

As I have found it useful, fbrthe identification of the difleRiit 
editions of Donalus, to have some idea of what text there \* 
on the existing ftagmenls, I have copied of each fragment • line 
or some words, which may hdp others whettever leaves ot 
fragments should be found. Where 1 do not give the whole 
tine, I give, as fat as practicable, the Gnt and lost word* of 
each line, representing by — thai portion which is oanitted. 

Leaf 2* line i (?) : bile et hac sacerdote vto o saceidos abl'lo 
ab h' 1 ab hac |! sacerdole vl' sac'doti t pl'i nio hii "X hoe 
sHc'dotei rio h(« || 3: el — sacer. || 4: dotes— Mc'dotibS II5: 
[FJElix— Eiagl'ans || la : (FJruclus— nuscniini licibS B 

Leaf 3^ line I (?] : tie pl'es in ae dyptocon desiniil aces 
b am correplam E 3: vta — corrcpta l| 3; dats — prodactam {| 41 
[S] Eciida— I s m II S 1 Qaoc— Da ei' U &e. 

Leaf 4* line 1 1 qi I' a quib9 Gnis neat' quod V qdd cui5 cBl 
qd r qd a |l 3 : quo— a II &c 

Leaf 4^ line 1 : ! loascllo pdnctil in neat rfo coriepH 1 
qnisjs II 3 : [V] Erbu — ceF II 17 : amabo — indiulo 

Leaf 6* line 4! [Ljmns— 1| 5; actio— || 

Leaf 7* line I (IJ : IL]q^ndus pticipiii — || i : nul — 

Leaf 8 contains the distinctive lines pj Nlerieclio — Cfl 
[AJino verbu — H 
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Lemf lo* tine I . 
doceai Coiuctiuo II 9 : [D)oceor— do y 






: gisse l^isses l^iss3 T pli cu IcgisscmS 
r "^) i "[FJerc"" 

ii'ii. 8(?if 



• 



\ 



futuf vt audieods || ; 13' U, % (?) IF]erot— |1 9 (?) : 1 pH.— || 

On comparing the first line of this 13th lea/ with that of 
edition b (No. 6) it will be seen that the setting up differs. 

6. Donatus, Edition (b) of 14 (?) leaves, 27 lines on a 
page. 

In the British Museum, m the same volume (No. 5), there 
is a fragment of a leaf of a Donatus, in this same type, on 
which 25 lines are visible ; the text, which we find on leaf 
13 of edition a, reads in Oiis fragment : [F] Era fers fert et 
pli fcrim" fertis ferant Ptetito impfecto, I call this edition b. 

AAer this follows a leaf, which is the last (14?) of an 
edition of 27 (?) lines, but, having nothing to compare it 
with, I am unable to saj^ whether it belongs to edition a 
or b, or to some other edition. 

7. Donatus of 30 lines. Edition composed of ii (?) 
leaves, of which a fragment of the 8th (?) leaf printed on 
vellum is preserved in the Town Library at Mentz, where I 
examined it on the 6th Oct, 1881. Cf. Wetter, Gts(h. der 
Buckdrttcktrk., p. 433, with facs., pi. II. 

'5 legible ; the first line 



1; hieuDus — II 9: sem — 



«(?)- 



»3' 



■e (I)- 



I 18: docebai— 
l: Faturo- l| 
(e Optaio— II 






t l6i [D]oc. 

19: docuistii — It 20: .. 

cebant — || 13: nam" |l 24: doceto — \ 25: 

Ipfijf?) — I! 27: docuissc — l| 2S1 docsUset — 

30! (doceilt doceat 1 plr — It 

The vcTso is also much damaged ; the commencing letlccs 
(ODe or two) have been cot nwa; 1 1 give, therefore, tbc lost 
word in each line, thoogh erea tierc I bad to guess in several 

I: [d}oeere doces docet 1 pli cil doefm9 doceretis II i; 

— docult 31— docin|l4:— cQIIS:— dociieril||6!— do II 7:— doc II 

i, of this line is the rEinsinder of the precedii^ ckusc in 
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8^— doce H 9=— ««t a lo:— Faluoll ti— Prelitoll I3:— Ciliac-I 
13:— pfool 14:— TuEoU iji^tip) H 16:— Fafo (I 17:— doc«dol 
tS:— veibo (?) II 19!— doctnruE II ao:— Pretiio i (?) || ai:— dooe- 
bum (?) II aa:— luisti e (?) II 23:--ln y 24:— eit U aj:— fee t 
361— docebl II a?;— scd'aj t (?) I 38:— docein || (?) xji—iact- 
minor B 30!-clo(?) II 

The above works 4-7 are, of course, not placed in any 
ckronologKoi order, as I can assign no date to them. 

8. 36-line Bible, a (sometimes misbound in 3) vol& FoL 



5 Schtdhoni's Bible, becsnae 

unl or it \Dt anlifmsiiam 

; Ulm, 1760. 4»), Othen oU 

ic thai Alb, Plister of Bombog ii 

myself colUled any copy, bui lite 



Q described bjr Bernard (Orig. de Fimft. ii. 31J 
. . r Mpy, in 3 voU., preserved in ihc Paris " " 
Library. It is composed of 8Sa primed le«vcs, with a 



This Bible is known li 
he was the Erst lo give in a 
LatiHomm BiHiemin idilii 
it the Pfliter Bible, wbo ass 
the printer of it. I have m 
work bu bee" '" 
trom the paper copy, ii 

LibtaiT. It is compo . 

of j6 lines each on ■ page. The Paris Libraiy posiexiea anolLa 
copy of the lost leaf which bears the date 1461 in nibric 
ADOther detached leaf of ihe same Bible was found in the cans 
(consitling of different wheels ol paper) of a Register of ex- 
penses of the Abbej ot St. Michael at Bamberg, commencing 
the aist Maicb, 146a From this discovciy it has been infcrTca 
that thii Bible must have been prinled before this date. Buf 
it may be remarked thai the cover may have been taiade for this 
Rqpstci any time aAer Its commencement. 

De Laborde {Dilmti di timprinarit h Ufaytnce et i Bamteri, 
p. 35) has pointed out that most of the copies of this Bible 
were preserved in Bavaria, and that a great number of fiw- 
ments have been discovered in convcntj of that counliy. C. G. 
de Man (band in 1775, in the Library of the Moiuuterj of 
Longheim, several ancient vo1ame>, bound la vellum abcctt of 
Ihia Bible. Cf. Bernard, Orig. de Timpr, ii 34 sqq., who, on 

f, S4 sqq., calls attention to the MS. Chronicle of Paoloi 
aulirinus (or Paulus de Praga), preserved at Cracow, who 
wrote in 1463 that when he was at Bamberg, a penaa engrave] 
a whole Bible on small plate* [famella^, and hnished the 
impression of it (imptura) on vellum in four weeks. 

Copies of it arc preserved : 1 ) at Althoip (cf. Dibdin, Bibl. 
Spenceriana, i. 7) ; 2) in the National Library at Paris, 3 voU. 
on pper ; 3) in the same Library, the last leaf of another copy 
with the date 1461; 4) In the British Museum : 5) at Jena; 
6) at Leipiig ; 7> al Antwerp, in the Musee Ilnotin, Sc. &c. 
TTiere are thiee leaves in the LTnivcisity Library al Ctunhridge. 
Mi. Bradihaw has observed that Lord Spencer's copy diflen 
from that in the Erilish M^um in Ihc setting up <ri the first 
page. 

Some bibliographers are of opinion that this type cl 
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bands after the printing of the above five worits (namely 
Nos. I, a, 3, 7 and 8j the Cisianus and the Donatus, a and ^, 
have never yet been noticed), and was acquired by Aib. 
Pfister of Bamberg. Bernard {prig, de Nmpr. ii. 53) shares 
this opinion with the exception that he ascribes the 36-Une 
Bible to Pfister. The latter certainly published with this 
same type the following works : 

Boner's Edelstein. Bambei^, 14 Febx. 1461. 83 
I leaves, folio, with wood-engravings, and 25 lines on a pi^c. 

A copy is presfrved in tbc Library at Wotfenbutiel, which I 
saw on the 151b Oct. iSSi, and from which t look the CoUowing 
desciiplion : 

Leaf I* (after the woodcut) : [!i]Ins m^k ein alTe kam gerat. 
Do er vil guler II nusse vanl, Dcr hette er gesse 8=™*' 1™ 
was II gesagl &c. Colophon ; tu bamltcrE disj pucbley gecndet 
ist. Nach der ge- 11 purl ynsers herrc ihesu crist. Do man znlt 
lanscnt || vndc nerhundert iai, Vnd ym einundiechcigsten II das 
isl war. An sant valenteins tag. Got behuE [[ mi voi scinei 
ptag. Amen. || 

Another copy appears to l)e in the hands of Mr. Sti^r at 
Munich; cf. Beranrd, Orig. dt timpr., ii. 36; Fallcensleb, 
Buihdrml^rk.i p. 134. 

ti. Boner's Edelstein (2nd ed.}; no place, no date, no 
name of printer. 77 leaves, folio, with wood-engravings, 
and iS lines on a page. 

Ct Bmnet (Manuel, voce Botur\ who saw a copy al Paris 
in 1S35, which is noir preserved in the Royal Library at Berlin. 
: It has been described by Soliniann \Sirapeum, 1845, No. 21). 

* III. The four Histories (of Joseph, Daniel, Judith, and 
Esther) in German, 60 leaves, foho, with wood-cuts, 28 lines. 
Colophon : printed at Bambergk, by Albrecht Pfister, in 
1463, not long after SL Walpurgentag. 

Copies prcEerved : 1) in the Paris National Library; 2) nl 

AUhaq>; the work has been described by Dibdin, Uibliolh. 

I Spcnccriana i. 9J ; Bernard ii. 37 ; Falkenstein, Bucbdruckerk 



rv, Belial, seu consolalioPeccatonim Jacob! deTheramo, 
in German, Bamberg ; AJbrehl Pfister ; no date, 95 leaves, 
foho, 28 lines to a page; no woodcuts. 
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T. fiiblia Paupenmi, m Gtrmam; iS(?) leaves (bst \ 
btank) ID folio ; with woodcots. 

' Copia: I) in (Ik I*xris Nidaul Ubniy; 
SfKMf^ L>ini7 ; cC Dibdia, KbL SpCK. L too; 3) in te 1 
Wottebotlct Iibiv7, wboe I snr it «> lb« 15^ Oct., iSSi. 
Bid faand onl; 14 leaves. Of cidi of tbcse 14 kave* I circ 
Ihe fiat •mil, lo enaUe otben to asccRuo, bf a comimuaa 
with |]k odMi copies, the mimiiig leans. Lieaf !■■ jsaai. 
Sick eto ioKban ; z* Danid. Die konig too t 3^ tlamd. Sack 
U hab mi — ; 4* Oonid. Hcie rich das iji ; ;* raa&, b 
vnt scpC das; 6^ Monet. Ich (odt rad idi ; 7* IXwd. die 
Eeb dciae* haa ; ^ E>a)iid. &eli5 ist a is iob t ;p Jacob. Is 
Ire nt itl nkbt; lo* Danid. Der mcBch loeta* ; 11* Dand. 
Sein Stat ist wcTi ; iz* Osec An de dri«lelag w-; IJ* DaakS. 
Heme dn hast nis; 14* jsaias. Ich faab m gesehe. 

Ti, Biblia Panpenuu, in Gemutn. 

Tbis edition diScn in man; paits of llie text and the acTsnec- 
ment of the woodcuts from the jmHcdii^. It ii pri ieni id in the 
Palis National Librai;. Cf. NtHicc des objeti expaa£^ Ha. 49. 

VII. Biblia Pauperuin, in Latiti. i7{?) leaves, in folio: 
with woodcuts. ^1 

I Lord Spencer't Ubtvj i ^| 

vili. Quarrel of a widower (Ackermann von vo^lwaid 
in Beham land), who had lost his wire, with Death ; i« 
German. First edition. 18 leaves; in folio; 28 very 
uneven* lines (especially on the first leaves) ; 
CO initial diiectois ; no woodcuts. 

The only copj known is in ibe Vt'olfenbiittel Ubraij, whi 
aaw it OD the ijih Oct., lESt. 

Leaf I* : Nn {lii ioi An) dem buchlein ist bescbnboi «a 
loif wall dner i dem tcin libes weib eeslorben ist schildtet den 
todt II So veiantnot sich der todt abo lecit det clager ein I 
capitel vnd der todt das ander Insi an das ende der H capitd 
nnd. xaiiiij. dorinA man hnbschcs sines gee |{ tichles behendiliiit 
wol vindel Da || doger hebt an n vbet den todt zn dagcc Du 
dit capitel-:-:-:-:-;-:. ■ [GJRimifer alxilger alTei lent 
scbedlicher echler II Ac; 18' last line (23) rechtct Richter eiboi 

Cf. Fallcenstein, BmchJnui^JniHSl, 139, who speaks of 



account of tbdt workmi ■■ ■ ' -■ " » - -*^™ 



:4i 
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this copy u having 33 leaves ; I have found only t8 leaves. 

Falkenslcin furthet uys that the first line ctunmences An snd 
he even adds (nc), but the line commences as I have given. 
Bernard {Orig.dt fimprimfnt, ii. 44) copies Falkenslein. The 
Bamberg Libraiy possesses, according to Falkenstein, 4 leaves 
Of iha edition. 

Stand 



Copies : 1) in the Paris Nalional Library ; 2) m the posses, 
sion of M. Nachler, at Berlin (see Benurd, iL 44) ; 3) in the 
Wolfenbilttel Library ; Ibis copy I saw on the ijth Oct., l8Sl, 
■nd Icxik from il the following description. 

Leaf I* blank ; i' iroodcut ; z* [GJiyiniger abiilger aller leuL 
Echedlicher echf vS || etc ; 4* blaiik ; 4'', itf", 18*, as"" entirely 
occupied by a woodcut ; 25'' last line (25) : mit innltieil sprechcn 
amen. 36 (blank) cut away. 

The Libiary of Bambeig seems to possess four leaves of this 
edition also ; aoolher leaf is in Lord Spencer's Library. 

Dibdin (BibL Spencerioiia i lai) speaks of a Latin 
Fsalterium, 29 lines on a page, except the first, which has 
B7, as having apparently been printed by Pfisler, which 
means, I suppose, in the 36-line Bible type, but I have 
not seen the book, and Dibdin's explanation of the look 
and si/e of the type is not decisive enough to ascribe il to 
this printer. Brunet speaks of the work as having been 
printed by Pfister, but evidently only follows Dibdin. 

Another Psalterium was exhibited at the Caxton Cele- 
bration in 1877, lent by the Bodleian Library, composed of 
136 leaves, with ao lines on a |>age; the type of which 
stoned Co Ttitnibk that of Pfister, which means, I suppose 
the 36-tine Bibie type (see Catal. of the Caston Exhibition, 
P> 93)- 

Bernard {who regarded type 1 as identical with that of the 
36-linc Bible) ascribes the Manung, the Conjuncliones and 
the Donatus of 37 lines {see below, p. 176} to anothci 
printer than Pfister, for three reasons : 

I") ?Gstcr never used the small 01 brief-^pe which we End in the 31- 
line Indulgence ; 1° Pfister lived at Bamberg, but the Donatus of %•} 
lines (edition C, ice 11. 176) ami the Kalendat of 1457 were found at 
XAt, the sme place from which one vf ihe earllexl- issued Indol- 
geDcei is dated ; 3°) the tjpagraphkal oeculioa of the Indulgence is 
superior to that of Pfisler's works. 

As regards Bernard's first reason, it b of little weight, be- 
cause the books we know as Pfistei's pioductionsi were not 
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suitable for the use of this type. Bcniajd's second reason 
is of as tittle weight as his first, because a) the Donatus is 
most lilicly later than 1451, and oot printed in the 36-!JDe 
Bible type at all ; b) the Kalendar of 1457 was, indeed, 
found at Mentz, but the " Manung " of 1455 was found at 
Augsburg, a place much nearer to Bamberg than to Mentz. 
Bernard's third reason is of stiil less weight than his first and 
second ; the typographical execution of the Indulgence is 
certainly very good, but that of Pfisier's books is by no 
means so bad as some people would have us believe, con- 
sidering that all those enumerated above being more or less 
of a popular character, and must have been far more handled 
than a Bible ; and considering also that the paper used for 
them was perhaps of an inferior kind, as they had to be 
much cheaper than a Bible. 

I am far imxa certain that Nos. a-8 (p^es 157-160) are 
printed at Mentz ; but having no evidence to prove that 
they were printed at Bamberg or any other place, I prefer 
to leave the controversy with regard to these books as it 
was. It even appears to me that the chtirch-type of the 
31-line Indulgence differs from the 36-line Bible type (c£ 
also Sotheby, Principia Typogr. ii. p- 191 sq.), but I do not 
know how to ascertain the identity of two types when they 
are so similar. 



TYPES 3 and 4, 
used by the printer (Peter Schoeffer de Gemssbeim) 
of the 30-line Letters of Indulgence of 1454. 

These types appear togftAer in two editions {the second 
having two issues) of this Indulgence which may be dis- 
tinguished by the way in which the lines ry-ao are printed, 
as given on the folding plate which faces p. 150 above. 

I. (a) Indulgenceof 30 lines, with printed date Mccccliiii. 
Broadside folio. Types : 3 (large, church-type, used for 
the rubrics); 4 {text-or brief-type). Besides these tj-pes we 
find a large initial U (which helps to distinguish this Indul- 
gence from the 31-line Indulgence, which has an initial V), 
and two large initials M, which differ from each other. 
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libmiy »t Lohtmo, Ih d»criptbn by De Ruffenberg in 
Vol. V of the Nuai. AMh, di FAcad. Rey. dts Snaua de 
Brurtlla (1829), and De Lahorde, ZViWj de fimprimmc i 
Mayaia (1S40) p. 6 is, in each case, accompanied by a facsimite. 
Il i* now preserved in Ixird Spencer's Library al Allhoip, where 
IE ins seen by Perti in 1857 (see his AbhoHdlHBg in Ihe 
"Aihandl, dir ton. Akad. dtr Witienich. in Berltii^' for Ihe 
year iSjfi (iSS?) p. 7p7l. It vas issued al Cologne, on the 
27th Feb. 1455 (the prinled date Mccccliiii hnving been altered 
with the pen to Mccccliiiij), In line 15 the misprint olia for 
alia OCCUI3. 

(b) Indulgence of 30 lines, with prinled date 
Mcccclqtiito. Broadside folio. Types 3 and 4, with the 
lame initial U and two initials M, as in edition a. 

This iisne, which is the first of the second edition, and which 
WDS ready before the nth April, is distinguished from the fol- 
lowing issue, by its having in line iS Juila instead of iuxta. 
It is £stingai$hed from edition a by having Ibe misprint in line 
15 corrected ; and by Uncs 16 and 2S as given on the accom- 
ponyii^ Ibtding plate. 

Two copies of it have been preserved : 1) io the Royal 
Library at Berlin, issued at Weria in Westphalia on the nth 
April 1455. This copy has been copionsly described by Pert* 
(I.e.) VFJth a facsimDe nnneicd. — 2J in the British Museum, 
isned at Neuu oenr Diisseldorf, on the igth April 1455. A 
pbotognphic facsimile of this copy (which 1 have seen several 
timet) may be seen to perfection in Humphreys' Hist, of the 
Art of Printing, pi, 13 ; and a misleading one in De Lahorde's 
work, who seems to have taken a copy of the edition a as bii 
model for this edition. This copy which when 6rsl known was 
in the possession of Ncigebauer, passed saecessivelv into that 
of Dr. tCloss of Frankfurt, Mt. B. Heywood Bright, and the 
British Museum. 

(c) Indulgence of 30 lines, with printed date Mcccclquita 
Broadside folio. Types 3 and 4, with the initials U and 
two M. 

This issue, which is the second of the second edition, and 
which was ready before the 22nd February 1455, may be 
distinguished fiom Ibe preceding by its having in bne tS inita 

t have l)een preserved ; 1) in the possession of 
'"""1 at Ilaimover. Itwas issued "in hildeoshem 
Anno d&i MccccIquKo die veio xxij mcnsis februaiij " to 
" Relinosi illustri et nobiii Diii Magni episcopi Catbed in 
Cini" liildeashems. " * I saw this copy, with the seal attached. 
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VkOct. 1881 r^" 



thai ■* Edwm Tran )m1 «UalDed itui 
■Sy^ tqMAci witk «thcr Tclhun docn- 

■ Liiai7 It W n Mn rb ai iri . iawd M Bnnsvick, as Ibe 24lh ApU 
U}^ «iik (k sol atacbed to it. 1 uw tkn oapr 00 the 
ipkOtt. 1881, ia » fc»»e mk» fh^.— 3) «n wiVjbh/ coot in 
Ifas ptMWrintt <rf Heir F. rriiMiim. u Haonona, U whtse 
hoBc 1 B« it oa Oe 13th Oct. )88i. He ww nnbk to tdl 
nc vIkuuc he had obtsiaed this copjr.* 

Ho finthcr tntce of ibe Brief^^jpe 4 has as yet been 
faomd. Sorac consider lype 3 to tie identical with that of 
i»e 43-liiK Kble, otbeis see meiei^ a resemblance between 
die two types (see Bernard, Or^. de Fimfrim. i, 172), and 
it most be renB^^d that the ca|ntal P fotmd in the Indul- 
gence, does ikM seem to appear aoyirhere in the Bible. 
Bat I be&eve the qtiestioD, as to who ins the printer of 
lius lodolgeno^ xaxj mnr be tesarded as settled lor the 
IbDowti^ teasoos : 

In Mr. Ctilemann's bouse, at Hanno\-er, I saw on the 
ijtb Oct iSSi an Indulgence of 53 lines issued in 14S9 
by the Dotorioos "Rajmundus Teviandi archidiaconus 
AltHwnd<t in ecdeaa Xanion," at the order of limoccnl 
VliL, ** pro laidone ottbodose fidei contra Turchos." In 
this Indnigence, ungtiestionably piiuted by Peter Schoeffer, 
the tiutial H of the mmi^ absolution, is iJemtieoI wixh the 
tnttial M of ibe first absohition of the ^o&ie Indulgence 
of 1434, and 1455 ; a dfcuinstance which at once connects 
the (vinter of these two documents. 

liibliogtapheis usually asoibe both the 31 -line and the 
30-line Indulgence to mm printer (Gutenberg) ; but in deal- 
ing with anonynwusly printed books we must arrange them 
according to their t)pe, and if two books are printed in 
difierent types, and we have no evidence to show that they 
are printed by one and the same printer, it becomes neces- 
sary to ascribe them to different primers. It is therefore 
not unreasonable that, if we ascribe the 3t-Iine Indulgence 
to Gntenbcrg, we should attribute the other docameni, con- 
Mr. Bndaliiiw who reeanls the anill i of ioxlB u ■ itn t tl k n fat Inrta 
(ia Hue b) which w^ probably put by lome one who nq^uded (he 
word as the begimung of 1 Ofw senlence. 

* All the copks of this IndoJeeace ace [itiatud on vcUiub jnsl u 
those oTthe jr-linc ladnlgaice. 
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■ temporary with it, to some other printer. The connexion 
I of the 14S9 Indulgence with that of 1454, make it, in my 
I opinion, clear that Schocffer, who printed the 1489 Indul- 
gence, also printed that edition of 1454 which we cannot 
reasonably ascril>e to Gutenberg; that, therefore, in 1454 
we have at least two rival printers at work, in Mentz : i ) 
^e printer of the 31-line Indulgence, whose name 1 cannot 
give, but who may have been Gutenberg, subsidized by 
Johann Fust; — »} the printer of the 30-line Indulgence, 
whom we may safely call Peter (Schocffer) de Gemssheym, 
Dr. Van der IJnde (Gutenberg, p. 59) tells us that we 
meet Peter Schocffer, " after his return from Paris, there- 
fore, accoiding to a document, before 1455, as a workman 
in Gutenberg's first office." But here Dr. Van der Linde 
goes beyond documentary evidence. In the notarial act of 
the Menti Law-suit of 1455, the only document to which 
Dr. Van der Linde could refer, Peter Gemssheira is men- 
tioned as a witness on the side of Jobann Fust, but it is not 
said anywhere that this Peter was Gutenberg's workman ! 
■ I may remark that long before I had found the initial M 
in Schoeffer's Indulgence of 14S9, Mr. Bradshaw held out 
to me that he regarded Peter Schoeffer as the printer of 
the 30-line Indulgence. For these reasons : 

1457-1466 Schoeffer prints in partnership with Joh. 
Fust; 1467 he prints alone; 

1457 and 1459 (August), he issues the Psalter with 
the capitnisprinfed in colours ; 

7459 (Oct) the Durandus, with the capitals fruited 
(but in some copies only) in colours ; 

1460 the Clementinae witliout printed capitals ; 
1460-1489 no printed capitals in books; 
1490 and 150J the Psalter is reprinted, with the 
printed capitals (as an antiquarian reprint). After this 
date no books known with printed capitals. 

Now, we have a folio Donatus (see p. 1 7 1 No. 8) printed 
in the 42-line Bible type, and according to the colophon : 
"per Petmm de gemssheym, in urbe Moguntina cum suis 
capit(tlil>its." 

It is usually said that as P. (Schoeffer) de Gemssheym 
does not here mention Johann Fust, this Donatus must 
have been printed after Fust's death. But as the tapiials, 
of which Gemssheym speaks, occur only in the first two 
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dated books and some copies of the third and in none 
whatever of the subsequent books except the merely anti- 
quarian reprints of tlie Psalter in 1490 and 1501, and as it 
is altogether more consonant to method to place the 
Donatus in 1456 with the Bible printed in the same type, 
and so before 1457, we obtain a very natural chronology in 
Schoeffer's work as will be shown below by the numbcre 
3-8. A point which strongly corroborates this is that 
there seems to be no trace whatever of the tyfe of the 
42-line Bible after 1456. That which has very commonly 
been identified with it (the type which occurs in the Her- 
barium of 14S4, and many subsequent books) is really 
larger and quite different, when the two are examined side 
by side. It would seem, therefore, that the Donaiuses 
printed in this type, should be placed befor^ not after, 



TYPE 3 continued.* 

Mentz. 

Peter [SchoefTer] de Gemsshcyra, 

before 15 Aug. 1456. 



3. DonatUE, of 34, 35 or >6 lines. 
One leaf (which may be the 8th or gth) of this edit ._ 
(which probably consisted of 24 leaves) is preserved in the 
Library at Mentz, where I saw it on the 6lh OcL 1881. 
Some lines at the top or the foot have been cut off; I 
cannot say, therefore, with certainty, how many lines would 
go to a page. 

LJoe I rtcio (of the fn^menl) ! Icctunis uel Icgendus. Sigiufi- 
calioncs partici || 2 : pbrii — ^li II j : dpia — lecturat |l 4: 
A — leclus II 5 ; Itgendus — icliao. 1| 6 : psens — i}t II 7 : im 

— locu [I 8; lus — psens || g; et — crimloatns II 101 criiniEa- 
turus — ptid- II itiptorQ — ie II 13: ges — sut 11 ijrdne — 
negliges. || 14 ; [L]EgeD( — actiuo II 15 : tns — ^gnlaris II 
16; figure — declina || 17 : bitur — huius |l 18: legentis — le» 1 
19 ! genie — ab i| zo : hoc — pl'r It 31 : NEo — et || 22 : haril 

— l^tibs II 



itJH 



* It is known that tjrpc 4 fans ni 
book 01 document, except the 30-Unc Indulgei 
■umed that Schoelfci discarded it, and melted i 



yet t>cen found 
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Line I virse: m nti q(t decliiutbitur sic Nt5 tiic Icctnnu 
bee I 1 : leclnm — lectuii ![ 3 : Dl5 ~ lecCurS !| 4 : hac — 
Icctun ;-. ru — hocll 6: Icctaro — g[o !l 7: ho^ — ]e l| S: 
ctsm — (tall 9; o — Iccluris. II lO: [LJEctui — passiuo H 
II: Ipis — sim II 12: plicis — lectui II 13: hec — Dfo II 14: 
huie — hoc n \%: leetu — lecto II 16: ab — le= [| 17: cte — 
lecto II tS: rum — lectns li 19: hec — hijs ;| io% [LlEgendus 
— lectis. U 3t ! > — stngulaj || 11 1 rU — sic || 

Mr. CulemanD, at Hannover, possesses a leaf printed 
in this same type, which evidently belongs to an edition of 
s6 lines ; but whether to this or another I cannot say. 

Lines t and i cat away; 3: Gimplex ul nam copostta ut 



^\iA-< 



; pposito - 



- ieitni. II 7 : [PlRepositio — que || S 
signii |[ 9 : Gcadose — mi> y 10 : nuil — quid. {I 
Acouatiuiu li la : et — accnaatiui, || 13 ; at — circa 11 14 : cum 
— pone y IS ! p« — supra || 16: drdter — pai D '7 : 0* (?) — 
ds 11 i8 ; renu — ho {| 19 : slcs — oaues !| zo : intra — angn- II 
31 ; riu — pptcr y 3z : disciptinl — ripl j| 23 : vllra — an II 34 : 
DOS — orbitrM II 15 : Da — cii |{ 36 : coram — teniu. II 

Verso, Ilik 3 (?) — le> || 4 : gendS hoc ]c£eadii. Vid o tegeade 
le^eoda l^cc {I 5 : dnm — legenda y 6 : ab — le£ende || 7 : hec 
Eodarii 11 i: ho3 — 1^- II 9: dos — le II to: gende 

■■ [cjoiii- 



' l»eoda 






: habet - 



Coiiictio H 13 : in quol — figu II 

ei* y 16 : pleiioaa ■ — - coputaiU I, . . . _ . 

19 ■ dem ~ autcm If 20 : porro — alUer. || *l : Da — quado n 31 

Juadoquide — ne y 23; ue — qnaob9||24; rem — pidcrea || 3j 
)a — cnimue |! 36 : ro — quidem U 



lill 



4. Donatus of 32 lines. 

One leaf {which may be the loth) of this edition (which 
probably consisted of t4 leaves) is preserved in the Library 
at Menti, where I saw it on the 6th Oct, 1881. It is cut 
into 8 portions and is further tnutUatcd at the left edge, 
whereby the first letters of the recto and the last letters of 
the verso- have disappeared. 

Line I recto i [pf ]ecto et plasu>er m esse vcl faisse « 

Fubiro n 4 1 [LJ^D verbam octluu in indicatiuo modo djctii(?) 
IpU p« II 5 : senlij — prime |l 6 : — el || 7 ; — le II 8 : — Pretcri l| 

13 : — legal II 14 : — l^tinlo II 1$ : — impfecto y 16 : — legere. |[ 
17: — l^iKsmll 18; — Fa II 19: — legal Dao: — kllai : — 
lege II 33 1 — Preleri II 33 : — legBrinnis II 24 : — l^issem II 35 i 
— legioenl a II 36 : — legC" II a? ; — temi || 3S : — el |1 39 : — 
esse II 30 : — itnpfe« II 31 : — P[reterit]o ll 33 : — Icgetur A || 

Line I »no: Imparaliao modo tempore protnii le^Btnr* 
Fuliii{o 1^ II 2 : te* —II 3; legerctut — II4: vel — Uj: pott 
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-\\T. 



: Duo 



||8:Iiifinitiao — Hgit 



— II II ; xuai — iiiii uuu — l| 13 : Fulurum — J 14: [i.]^i 

— II IS: leputur —1116: bare —Hi?: lento — D l8: lecti — I 
19: Pretcnto — 1|K): ras — il 21 : fiieratis — l| aa; gelur — I 
23: pore — 1134: leganiur — ||3S:et — l| 26 : senli —Wr/: 
l^ere'ur — l|l8: terito — II39: esses— ' ' ' 
-1132: mini (?1 — II 



-1130: vel — il3i: 



J. DonatDs, of 33 lines. 






6. 42-luie Bible, prmted before 15 Aug., 1456. a \xits. fiJ. 

This Bible, usually called the Mazarine-Bible, was finished 
before the 15th Aug., 1456, according to the rubrication of 
the binder found in the paper copy presen-ed in the Paris 
National Library. 

As I have had no opportunity to exaioine a sufHcient num- 
ber of copies to give an absolutely accurate bibliographical 
description of the work, I feel obliged to refer to the (not 
entirely accurate) descriptions of Bernard {Orig. dt fimpr, 
L r64, 177-192) and others. We gather from them that 
this Bible is composed of 641 printed leaves or 12S3 pages 
in folio ; each page having two columns, each of 41 lines, 
with this exception that, in some copies, the columns of 
pp. 1-9 contain only 40 lines, while the loth page is com- 
posed of columns of 41 lines each, though this difference in 
the number of lines makes do difference in the space they 
occupy. Further, the first three rubrics of the first quire, 
ai)d the first two of the first quire of the second portion of 
the volume are printed in the 40-line copies in red, whereas 
they are in MS. in the other copies. Bernard (L 187 sqq.) 
has given his own view and that of Sotheby on this dis- 
crepancy in the number of lines ; but there is still room 
for a more satisfactory explanation, which I hope will some 
day be attempted by Mr, Bradshaw, who has made a minute 
study of the early Bibles for many years. 

7. 43-line Cantica ad matutlnas. 

The first leaf (the only one preserveil) has recently been 
acquired b; the Psrii National Ubrsry. It U pnnte>] on 
Helium, and corretponds in eveiy respect 10 tbe M«iarine Bible | 
double Golutons, ntunber of lines, and MS. initiaJi. 



i 
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8. Donatus, of 35 lines. 



: "per 1 
piulibus 



I have shown above, that one of the initials of the 
30-line Indulgence is found in 1489 in Schoeffer's office. 
The Church-type of the same Indulgence links on (in spite 
of the different capital P) to the aDonymous 43-line Bible 
of 1456. This Bible links on to the 35-line Donatus, which 
is in the same type and has Schoetler's name and his 
coloured capitals. This again brings us to the Psalter 
which Joh. Fust and Peter Schoeffer pubhshed together 
on the 14th Aug., 1457, at Mentz, their first (dated) 
book, with their name and the capitals of the Donatus. 
As this work, and their other publications after this date 
do not come within the scope of my work, and have been 
more or less elaborately described by most bibliographers, 
I refer to their works^or further information. 



Mentz. 1460. 

I. Joannis de Balbis, Catholicon. 1460. large folio. 
373 leaves, a columns, 66 lines In a column, except the 
3 columns for the table of contents, which have been 
leaded and contain only 56 lines; of. Bernard, ii. 4. No 
printed signatures. 

CoUation : > b c d e f' g*. 64 leaver 1-64, pi. i (gnnunar); 
«bcd erghiklni"'n (n' cancelled)', 115 leaves, 65-189, 
pl. z (Dictionary A-II) ; opqrstTiyissubbccddee 
tt" BE*, 184 leaves, 190-373, pt. 3 (Dictionary I-Z, colophon 
■nil tabic ol coelcntj). 

Lraf !•* lines 1 and i lefl blank loc the rubric, which, in Ihe 
Cambridge 3Dd British Museum (No. 1} copy is liUed in by hand ; 
line]: [FJRosodia oueda ps 11 gramatice nuncttpa II tnr. Partei 
Nqniilem II &c ; leal 64^'' line 35 : odus. Et cetera. II ; Una 
36-66 blank ; leaf 65*' line I : [JjAm diaina polencia auxilianic 
lup deter l| minauimus de qtuunor pticulis piicipalib3 y &c. ; 
Leaf l8g*' line S4 : toi (ettinons. nelconuiiaUir. seqvitvk.1I|; 



L 



Gutenberg: 



Unc« SS-66 blank; leaf iSg' blank; leaf 190" Um i: [rjot 

impatium dc eo is 11. facil eni impatiu? !l &c. ; leaf 373*^ line 49 ; 
testai icghII et imperiuj in secoia. seculo} Amen ;i ; tines S°-S> 
blank ; lines 5J-66 : Alliisimi preddio cuiot nutu infintiuai 
lingue fi II unl diserlc. Qui % nuo sepe {mali$ reuelfl qaod i 
sapientibus ccUt. Hie litiei egr^us. catbolicon. [| dflice in- 
carandoDis annis M cccc h. Alcoa in ur II be TDigiintiDa mtdonii 
incUte germanice. Qunm ]i <Iei clemenda tarn alto insoiii 
lumioe. doao i^ g II tuilo. celeris'Ienaf nadonibtu pmfctK. 
illuiuaie II <^ dignatu; esit Non calami stilL uat pcoiic laRra I 
gio. S3 Duia patrona} fonna; i^ conconiia P^ U cione ct 
modolo. impresstu al4 confectus est. U Hinc am lancte paler 
nato C& flamine sacro. Leus II ct honor dso trino cribiutur ct 
ono £cclelic Ua II de libra hoc catholice plaude Qui htixUn: 

ell semper nan limine mariam DEO. GRAClASil; Leaf j?!*" 
I : SequitoT tabula rubrica; huio: uolnminia. Et n &c ; 
loif 373" line 7 : Quinta ps huins opa traclat de etLimo 
logia II rectu litlora^ alpbabcli ordinem icactu ciiiiil} 11 ; Uoa 
9-56 blank ; leaf 373''' and 373^ blank. 

The above collation has been takoi from Ihe copy pre«tvcd 
at Cambridge in one volume. I bave further leen copiei : 
(2) in the British Museum (z volumes, pressmark C. 24. d. 7 



in the British Musenm (pccsi-ii 
14, e. t) wilE otAy ant lilank line between the epilogoe and 
colophan.— 4) and 5) in Ihe ?aiis National Libiaiy [one blank 
line!.— 6) in the Wolfenbuttel Library (one blank line). There 
•re a great many other copies (e.g. at Althorp, see Dibdio, 
Bihl. Spenc iii. 37 ; and in tlic Library at Mentz), but ibcse I 
hare not seen. The British Miueum has a copy on vellum (in 
3 volumes, Grenville CoIJection, 11966 and 11967] in which 
the first two lines are printed in red thus : Ndpit nimma que 
Docai catbolicon, edlta a fra l| tre iohanne de ianua. anJinis (i3t$ 
predicato;. |l . One blank line between emloene and colophon. 
The British Museum (C. iS. e. I Jia. iS] bat bendes one vcUdib 
leaf. I saw ODOthcr vdlom leaf at Mi. Colenuiui's house. 

2. Matth. de Cracovia, Traclatus racionis. 22 leaves 
(a" b^^), with 30 uneven lines ; no printed signatures ; do 
printed initials ; no hyphens; no initial directors ; 4<';» 

Leaf I* line 1 : (M) ulto; lam clerico; 4 1"co? qoere n la < 
□on modica. occupacio grauis || et queslio dubiosa. quomodo 
(juis II i leaf 22' Ime 37 : secula. AMEN II ; line 38 blank i 
Ime 29: Tractalus racionia ct conscicade de (umpcSnc pal 



• This work has been inlerlintd ot Undid, just like the table of cc 
tents in Ihe CalholicoD. A printer, who had made a Etndy of ir 
lubula, SDggeslcd to me that instead of the book having be^ 
1 diacrenl body (Germ. Kigd\. 



helher I 



had been cast o 
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; leaf 31* 

ScvetaJ copies have been preserved of it : 1) ia the Britbh 
Museum (C. 37. A. (jtl-— 2) in the British Museum (C. 9. 
B. 27).— 3) in the British Museum, Grenville toUeclion, 
No, 11719. — *) ^ 'i-iorA Spencer's Ubrnry (cf. Dibdin, Bibl. 
Spenc iii. 418). — 5) in the Paris NRtiooal Libruf. — 6] b the 
Paris National Libnuy, with the celebialed MS, note in a. hasd 
of ibe 1 5lh centurr written on the verao of the lul leaf at the 
toot of the page: [Ho]s duos sext^mos accoinidauit miki 
YtejHncus Keppier de moguncia !l [nu]nquam leucnit ut rcac- 

dpffltitf-. Qnare ecijn do meo p. —Something after do 

has been erased, and the binder has cut away nearly Uie whole 
of the tint word ; also the n and lirst part of the u of nunquam, 
in the second line ; and all that may have followed after the 
second tine ; some itrolies of a third liae are still visible. The 
portiaa of the last letter of the fir^l word of the note which 
retnaios appears to me lo lie the remainder of an i ; I read, 
therefore, Hos not Per, as has been hitherto read.— 7) in the 
■ University Library at Cambridge. — 8) in the Library at MentK. 

1 saw this copy on the 6th Oct., 1S81 ; it is imperfect, as it 
wants the leaves 16 and 17.-9) io the Gnnd-ducal Library at 
Dannsladt (see Ph. A. F, Walther's Beitiaee).— 10) tlerr 
Fried. Culemuin, in Hannover. 

3. Thom. de Aquino, Summa de articuHs fidei. Edition 3. 
13 leaves (a* b* + 4*), 34 uneven lines j 4". No printed 
signatures ; no hyphens ; no initials ; no initial directors. 

t*Une I: [P] Ostulat a me uestia dileccio. ut dear|| ticulis 
fidei et ecclesie sairamemis alill; leaf 13* line 13: us. et 
spiritus laaclus AMENII; lines 14 and 15 blank; line 16: Ex- 

Elicit stunma de articutis iidei et ec \i clesie sacramentis . edila a 
aire Iho l| ma de aquino. ordinis fratrtun predi |l catormn . 
Deo . Cracias || ; lines 30-34 '^^ >3^ blank. 

Copies of it are preserved; 1) in the British Museum (C. 9. 
a . i^] — 2) in the British Museum, GrenviUe collection. 
No. 11S91.— 3) in Lord Spencer's Library (see Dibdin. Bibl. 
Spenc iii. IS3)-— <t in the Hague Library.— 5) in the Uni- 
»crwty Ubrary, Cambridge.— 6) in the Rev. John Fuller 
• Russell's Library, 4 Ormonde Terrace, Regent's Park, London. 

—7) in the Darmstadt HorbiUlolhek (V 3036/110).— 8) in the 
University Library at Wiirtiburg. — 9) Heir F. Culemann, 
Haooover.- 10) in the WoIfenbuLtel Library. Hen Alb. Coha 
in Berlin had a copy (Catal. 1877, No. 10) of ihit (?) edition, 
whkh differed in sc 



letespe'eis. " ' ^^ f\(^f^ ^iT^ 



t On the last (blank) leaf of this copy is written in a hand of the OA^ha , 
ISth century ; Stjaiiitr TracUtim de ixfciitiime miiir. This tract may 
Iiiive been printed in the same lype, but I have not been able to find 
out the tractatus indicated. 






Gutenbet^ : 



4. Thorn, de Aquino, Summa de ardculis fideL Edition H 
la leaves (a**). 36 uneven linesj 4''.(*) 

r line I : [PJ Oslulal a me nestra dileccio , ul de « n li 
fidd et ecclesie socramenlis oli II ; li^ line I : lu . ct ipin 
usctus AM EN II ; lines 2 itnd 3 blank. ; line 4 : Explicit sum 
de uticulis fidei et ec t| clesie sacnunentis . edits a fntlie it 
nu de aquioo . ocdinis batnuu ptedl II CBtonim . Do 
Grncias || ; line* 8-36 blank. 

Copies of it ore preserved 1) in Hie British Maseum, fi^jbl 
b. 30). — 2) in the Paris National librajj. '^ 



i,e. Ihe Catholicon type with additions, 146 
(at Mentz?) 

I. Indulgence of 1461. 

A foimula of Indulgoice (15 lines) granted by Pope Piof IJ 
in 1461 for the reslorarion of a church at Nuhmcn in GenniM 
The formula is sigried by Reynhud, bishop, and Rudolph, 
dean, of Worms, and dated 1461. According to Bernard {Orig. 
df VimpHtnerit n. it], Ihe fragment, a small }riece of vellum, 
vas discovered b; Gotth. Fischer in the cover of ■ book at 
Menlz, and described b; him in " NoHct da mmtmitiUt 
typogr. qtU si trom'ent dans la Biblathique dt S. £. At. It 
comti Raamawski, Mescou. tSlo. 8°, p. )[. Since the sale 
of this nobleman's library, the fragment has been lost dght oL 
Fischer published a facsimile of it in 1S36 iEimigt IVertfOM 
dit MidH!4r bd der Fderliihkiit dti dan Erfindtr dtr Bwh- 
drHikcrkuttstJoh. Cultnitrg su trruktenden DaitiHals. JUaitan, 
183^ 4°) (t) which was copied by Bernard, pi, X. 

[Bulla anathematis edita a Pio II....adversus Diethemm 
...archiepiscopum, Tiburi duodedm KfllpnHag Septembris 
1461.] 




(*) The difference between Ihe twoe dilions a and b consists metdy, 
Uelieve, in the number of lines on a page, for Ihe leit redds eveiy- 
r«herc the some. The type appears to have beeo kept standing ailei 
,6ie 34-tinE edition had been issued, and when a fresh issue became 
' necessary, two more lines were put on each page, on ftnaneemenl 
whereby the odd leaf at the end was avoided, and the whole lot 
brought into oqc quire of 6 sheets or ti leaves. In the edition of K 
line), (see p. iSo) the text of e<Iitionsaaiid b has been closely followial, 
so as to make no difference in the entire number of lines. 

(t) A copy of this fiiciiimile is in the Britiiih Museum, (833. LV 
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Brunei (s.v. Aeneas SUvius) speaks of an edition of this 
Bull of 32 lines, said to be printed in the Caihoiiain tjipe, as 
having been mentioned in a Catalogue, published in June, 
1851, by the bookseller Fidelis Butsch, at Augsburg. It 
was, according to Brenet, afterwards acquired by the Mentz 
Library. In the summer of this year <i88i) a notice went 
the round of the English daily and weekly newspapers to 
the effect that a Bull of 1461, printed in the Ckthollcon 
^T>e, had been discovered by the Ment* Librarian. 

On the 6th OcL 1881, I visited the Library at Mentz, 
and asked for this Bull, and was shown a Bull of 1461, but 
—it was only the well-known Bull of 18 lines, printed in 
the Fust and SchoefTer type. 

A few da>'s afterwards I had an opportunity al Frankfurt 
to see Butsch's Catalogue, in the possession of Dr. Ernst 
Kelchner, and actually rtad the description of the Bull of 
32 lines. I wrote at once to Butsch and inclosed postage- 
stamps for the reply, but I never received any answer to 
my letter. 

Bernard (Orig. de I'imprim. i. 244) writes on this subject 
and says distinctly that there is no foundation for Butsch's 
statement, and that the whole matter turns upon the Bull 
of 18 lines. 

As it seems incredible to me that a bookseller would 
announce for sale a Bull of 32 lines, when it has only 18, I 
cannot help mentioning this subject once more, in the 
hope that some funher fight may be thrown on this matter. 



I have already pointed out above (p. 143} that if the type 
used by the Bechtermuutzes at Eltville in 1467 and 1469 
is identical with that used (or the Catholicon, it must yet 
be treated as in some respects a departure from the original 
type on account of certain additions. When I wrote this, I 
was under the impression that these additions did not 
occur before 1467, but when looking at Bernard's facsimile 
of the above Indulgence I saw that the contraction for us (') 
which distinguishes type 5* from type 5, occurs already in 
this Indulgence of 1461, I do not fceJ at liberty, however, 
as yet to place the type at EltviUe. 



Gutenberg: 

Type 6, 

used for the so-called Donatus of 1451. 



Dettatus minor; edition of 14 leaves, with 27 \ 
lines on a page ; with hyphens, no printed initials. 

Only two leaves, the 5th and lolh ' have been pi«seTT«d 
to us, aod are al present in the Pitris National librvj, bound 
in B cover like an ordiniuy \mxA. Od the recto of the lOlh 
leaA which is bound fini in the cover, is writlen, in a hand of 
Uk end of the I5lh centuiy, if not later : Vffgtrukltr Vcrtrag 
tatgot dtr aigtn guttler Zur Hcydirsihdm. 1492. A. On the 
verso of the Sth l5ar (the second in the cotet) is written, on the 
top of the pa^, Hiydirsslirym, followed by a date partly cut 
awar by the binder, but of which 14 is still disttnctly visible, 
while the lemainiog strokes may indicate 51. 

The fragments have been described by Gotth. Fischer 
{7yp>gr. SellmhtUen, \. 55, naA Essai sur Its monum. tyfogr. 
dejtan Gutenherg, p. 68) who regarded the types as move- 
able, but cut in wood, and thought that Albrecht Pfister 
modelled his types after them. Fischer had obtained the 
two leaves from the well-known Bodmann, who had dis- 
covered them in the Mentz Archives, where they served as 
cover for a register of accoimts from 1451-1492. From 
this circumstance it is itiferred that they must have existed 
as early as 1451. It cannot be denied that the type and 
the printing look decidedly primitive, when compared with 
the Letters of Indulgence of 1454. But yet it must be 
observed that the Register, when it was commenced, may 
have had another cover, and the leaves of the Donatus may 
have been taken for this Register any time between 1451 
and 1491, if not later. It must not be forgotten that the 
leaves are not printer's waste ; they have the 
rubricated in by the mbricator, and they bear traces 



i^^^H 



* I have compared the two leaves with Ihc Donatus minor pritll 
at Cologne by Mart, de Werdena, which contaitu in every respect the 
same text. As this edition consists of aS leaves, and the fiagmcnu 
show that each leaf contains the text of about two leaves of Ihc Cok^oe 
edition, I think I cannot be far wrong in saying that the edition ' 
which we treat was composed of 14 leaves, and 3iil the Tatis li 
are the Jth and loth. 
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having been very much used. In the middle of the 15th 
century, when books were far more costly than at present, 
their leaves were not likely to be used as covers very soon 
after their manufacture. Therefore, if we were to believe 
that they had actually been taken for the Register at its 
commencement, the date 1451, which is usually assigned to 
this Donatus, would scarcely do justice to its printer, and to 
his place in history, as in that year the book must ah'cady 
have passed through several stages of its existence. 

But the fact of their having been discovered by Bodmann, 
and by him communicated to Fischer, throws suspicion on 
the date claimed for this Donatus. 

When I was in Paris last September, I took a tracing of 
the word Hrydtrsihtym, and also of the numerals, found on 
the vena of the jth leaf. This tracing I submitted to the 
Darmstadt Archivists, Dr. Schenk zu Schweinsberg and Dr. 
Wyss, who declared without hesitation that the name of 
the place was decidedly written in a hand of the end of the 
i8lh or of the beginning of the present century. The 
question of the date is of couree more difficult to decide. 
The Archivist of Wiirzburg gave me the same decided 
opinion as regards the word Heyderssheyni, 

As the circumstances in which the fragments were found 
arc no evidence as to the date of printing, I place this type 
last in this List, and venture to add that I do not regard the 
type as identical with that of the 36-line Bible, though they 
resemble each other very much ; nor do 1 think that the 
Donatus-iype is the same as that used in the 31-line letters 
of Indulgence. 

As I copied at Paris the first line of the recto and verso 
of each leaf, and also the first and last word of all the re- 
maining lines, and this method has enabled me to ascertain 
that the fragments of an edition of 37 lines preserved in the 
British Museum belong to a dllferent edition (see above, 
p. 150), I give what I copied, a« this may help others in the 
identification of fragments. 

Leaf 5* line I : audii andiot ftudiat Vbi possiit hec discerni 
bee in Ipv II ; line ■: tiuo — liun II 31 correpli — e || 41 
cvuertii — aingaco l| s = fiituj — sill'a; II 6: — millit — ^ucti l| 
7 : *t — »erborii II 8 : auot — T 11 9 : cOmanin — In II le r 
faciut — in II 11; i — Neolnill u: que — latiiui jj 13 1 n6 — 
ncut* H 14 : paaiua — tii II 15 : Dcponmlui — dcpta || iG : 
Itttiiu — Qbt II 17 : numik — dua* II 18 : fonnu — dU || 19 : 
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CUD? — U II ao : Nameri — Pl'is l| 31 : vt — lego || 
CoposiU — pscs II xy: vl — decli. |l 14 : nacione — Ic' t aj : 
gebi — le^ia {| a6 : Futanun — Tre* |1 27 : Que — legil || 

Leaf sii line l : [A] Ducrbiu quid «sl pi oiuEs que adLectn vbo 
ligair II 2 : ficocione — quoE II 3 : acciduC — wl> l| 4 : uerbiof 

— all S: numtS — 3 U 6: boitadi — quali> B 7: Utis — mpO l| 
8: dendi — pbibe II 9; di — fllucll to: inde — cm II 11 : 
sliqiido — semel II iz: bis — ftffirmandi H 13: vl — apian {| 
14 ; di — de II IS ■ ""^^ — Dn W 16 ; lil'itudinis — vel |i (•) 
17: vii — male II 18; Da — minime II 19; nalde — foiiax [j 
ao: se — re y 3t : spondendi — seor II 13 ; »u — R !| 23 : dius 

— sill 24; mul — forte 11 25: fortuilu — maximu || a6 : min- 
itnu — est 1| 27 : In — opitiuo II 

Leaf to* tine I : plsqpfco vl doctu eel 1' fmssf Ftio vl doceat 
Coiiletiuo mo II a ; tpe — doc[| 3: lu — doU{t) 4: IQ — pli. 11 
5 : to — lu II 6 : tiio — docendi || 7 : docendo — trahEi || S : tui 

— doctunull 9: [DJoccot — do H 10: cent — do B ii : ceb«€ 

— docts II 13 1 i-u — fuimS II 13 : estit — di^ctai || 14 : era — 
fnenii || 15 : ms — vl' ]| 16 : docebe — Impaliuo II 17 : mo — 
do II iS : ceam^'docell tg: amur— Ip jl 20: (co — docei^mi \\ 
31 ! docereni — loissem || 22 : ees — eetis II 23 : vl' — do 11 24 : 

- doceatur II 25 : CoQiuncliuo — do P a6 : ceare — 
■| 37 : fteito — plr |l 
Leaf 10^ line I : cu — fueri || 3 : lii — flieri' II 3 : lis — vl' || 
4: fuisses — fuist II 5:SBtis — full 6 : til — fuctlHI 7: lufinjlo 

— docci II 8 : plilo — Duo ii 9 ; ptidpia — docedS {| 10 : 
[L] Ego — ip II 11 : fco — Icgcba || 12 ; tU — legis |l_ 13 ; lis 

— lege II 14 : ral — le 1| 15 : get — tepoe II 16 ! pscnli — 
legai II 17 : mus — Ii^ l| 18 ; mus — te [I 19 : pore — plr || 
20 ; vt — pfco II 2 1 : V t — legissetts |] XX : legiaenl — le l| 
33 ! gatis — l»a£ II 24 ; legit — le II aj : Bere -~ Itgcmit || 
a6j Preirto — h^er" — " — ' "- '— — ■■ 



; legmtit — l^isKm || 



Types 7 and 8. 



Printer of the Darmstadt Prognostication /or 1482. 



I 



After what I have said above (pp. 111-114) about the 
fraud committed in the Darmstadt copy of the Prognos- 
dcation (said to be for 1460, its real date being 14S2), 
these t)-pes can henceforth no longer figure as Gutenberg^'s 
types. 



(*) Heie the v alone [i visible ; there may be vl 
(t)c(?)cnla«aT? 



fa tja^t*(ieut abluco q fit m aqua tuptifiiiii 
ttt cepfettfdt mtcnoiej muMconcj q fit a pea* 
Ctttu per -oiitutcm baptirmi 

Vnt aiuet Tactama lysut legie feptetn 
fcf Kapttrmus-confinnaco'nicatiftui pe» 
n»Mnaa-cxtJCiMa-p«ct!0'OiJ»-rt mfUti* 
moniut'qu pma quc^ oibitunf* ab pfccconem 
Pitiudpotnie i« fapfo /Ilia uo ^^o ojbiTian? ab 
pf cone e# mVti plica cotte tocius cccf ic-^iM em( 
fptjdiia confoimaf uitc coipalt Jn '\Ma autctn 
cojpdii t^omo pfici? pmo quiS per gfneracocj 
qua nafcif in poc rtiii?« ScciJiV per augmetu 
quo pJmat ab quotttitc ct -oiitutcm pcrfccta 
tetao p abj-quo fuf^cutaf Mita t?ominia ct 
Cihi9 €f pa qiu5 fuff icctent fi nuqj iufiimari 
conringcrtf jj quia frcquct Ijomo mfirmaf'qe 
to in&igrt fanaconc Sic c m xuta fpiiali JSiimO' 
quib" tnisgct tjoino rcgnacone que fit per bap* 
rifmu ^ illuS lo^ ii) Hifi quia rcndfus fue* 
rit ex aqua et fpu fancto nort potcft ttitiare i 
TtgnU) bei SeciJbo opoitct qr bomo acciptat 
perfectai iitufc qfi per quobba fpilalc augme* 
tii p raciamentu conf wmacoma db ftfttu&ine 
apfoi^-quoa fpue functus tti eoi \wnicrt9 rofu* 
mautt vnbe biie eie £)i;eit luce ult Sebcte in d« 
uiMte Nance tntiiiamini "^irtute ex olto Cerco 
op02tet qr t^omo fpuadter nutnd^ ^ cucar^lie 
(acramcntu'^m iliu6 3o*PJ nifi manAucauen* 
fi's cajnem fili) Ijomfs Quarto opo2fet q? ^ • 
rpualitet (ancf quiS per facramcntu peniten* 
ae ^m iIlu^ ps 9ana anima mea{ beuB 41 pec* 
dui hbi dpualiter autc} fimul ct coi^oHtct per 
(jJoratnentii e?»ieme pncconis }ujEta iHub Jac 
ult' jnfitma? in '>oobi« ct c£t'a Quontilauf^ 

. O 6S 
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ELTVILLE PRESS. 

1467. 

Type 1, 

(V type 5*, or the Catholicon type, with an additional 
(long, thin) sign for us (^) and a sign for et (1), which 
latter belongs to the type of the Vocabularius of 147a. 

(Printers) : Heoricus Bechtennuncze, Nycolaus 
Bechtermuncie frater Henrici, and Wigandus Spyes 
de Orthenberg. 

I. Vocabularius Ex quo, commenced, according to the 
colophon, at Altavilla by Henricus Bechtermuncze, and 
finished 4th Nov. 1467, by Nycolaus Bechtermuncze, the 
brother of Heinricus, and Wigandus Spyes de Orthenberg. 

The only copy known of it is preserved in the Paris 
National library. 

(For a description of the work see above p. 141)1 

1469- 
Type 1, 

i.t. type 5* or the Catholicon type, with the additions of 
1467, and 3 further additional s, belonging to the type of 
the Vocabularius of 1472. 

(Printer) : Nicolaus Bechlennunlze. 

3) Vocabularius Ex quo, 165 leaves, in 4S 35 lines on a 
page ; finished, according to the colophon, on the Jth day 
of June, 1469, by Nicolaus Bechtemiuntze.(*) 

(For a description of the work see above p. 143.) 

Copies of it are preserved : 1) in the Paris National 
Library ; 2) in the Sunderland Collection, at Blenheim ; 
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3) in Lord Spencer's Library (see Dibdin, Bibliolh, Sp( 
ceriana, iii. 129). 

1471- 
Typo 2, 

(an imitation of the Brief-type of the 3i-liiie 1 
duigence. See above p, 146)- 

(Printer not named.) 

I, VocabulariusExquo. Same colophon as in the editii 
of 1467 and (469, but without the name of the printer, 
(For a description of the work, see above p. 145.) 

3. Thomas de Aquino, Summa de artJculis fidd et 
ecclesiae sacramentis, 12 leaves, small 4* (circa 1467-1472). 

Collation: a", 12 leaves, with 35 very uneven lines to > P'Se, 
no lignatures; no iniiials printed in; no initiil ditcciars; no 
punctuation eicepE the midille poinl (itid «vea ibis 
used) : witli double hyphens. Described b; Uain ■] 

Leftfi*: 

Ostulat a me uestrn dilectio nt de et- 
ticulis lidei et ecdesie sacramentis alip 
qua vobts conpendiose p memorioli 
traDscribeicm en; dubiiaconibui que 
circa hec moucEi pat Veru cu ottme thcologo* 

ale Ad ijuani gl'am nos perducBt paler et Cli< 
us et tpiritU5 sattctus AMJ£N 

lines 26 and xj blank. 

Eiplicil summa de arUculis fidei et ec. 
cieiie sact^mcntis edila a /ratie lho> 
ma de oquino ordints fratnim pi«di> 
catonuD Deo Giacias 

Bernard (Orig. de riinprimerk, ii. 14 note) speaks of an 
edition of Matthaeus de Cracovia, Tractatus radonis, com- 
posed of 12 leaves, with 35 lines on a page, as printed in 
the type of the Vocabularius of 1472. He does not say 
where he saw the book. I inijuired for it in the Paris 
National Library, but was informed that no such edition 
appeared to be there. I have made inquiries for it in 
several other libraries, but with the same negative result. 
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As I observed by chance that Hain described an edition 
of Thomas de Aquino, Sumina, of la leaves and 35 lines, 
I requested Dr, Karl von Halm, the Librarian of Munich, 
to send me the book for examination. He kindly c 
plied with my request, and I am, therefore, able to say that 
there can be no doubt as to the identity of this type with 
that of the Vocabularius of 1471. 

Nor have I any doubt but that Bernard's edition of 
Matt de Cracovia is a slip of the pen for Thomas de 
Aquino. The Cracovia in the Catholicon type, described 
above, contains 1260 hues {42 pages, 30 lines on a page) ; 
the edition, as described by Bernard, could only have had 
840 lines ( 24 pages, 35 lines on a page), and as the Vocabu- 
larius type of 1472 is rather larger thaji the Cathohcon type, 
Bernard's edition would be an impossibility. 



1477' 
Type 3, 

(Printer) : Nicolaus Bechterrauncze. 

I. Vocabularius ex quo. 4", «i. Dec. 1477. 

(For a description of this work see above p. : 

1 may here observe that type 3 is exactly the w 
that used by Peter Drach at Spire, When I received this 
Vocabulary from Munich, the only book I had seen of 
Drach was the Leonardi de Utino Sermones published 
in 1479, and it occurred to me that Bechtermuncze had 
probably ceased to print about this time and might have 
transferred his type to Drach. But this appears not to 
have been the case, as Drach published already on the 18th 
May, 1477, the Vocabularius Juris utriusque, printed with 
the very same type, and must, therefore, have been in 
possession of his type simultaneously with Bechtermuncie. 
The question, therefore, arises, did Drach perhaps print the 
1477 Vocabulary for Nicolaus Bechtermuncze ? A careful 
examination of the books published with these types, would 
perhaps enable us to discover some features, which would 
mark out some works now usually ascribed to Drach, as 
productions of the Eltville press, suppose this to have been 
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a separate one. But I cannot royself undertake, fgr C 
present, any such ezanuoatioa 



The above List, which commences on p. 150, enumer 
the eight tj-pes on which the question of a Mentz Invc 
tion may be said to turn, and which recent Bibliographers 
(notably Dr. Van der linde) ascribe, without hesitatioi], to 
Gutenberg. 

From what I have said on pp. 1 1 i-i 14, it must be clear 
that ij-pes 7 and 8 (see p. 178) can have had no connexion 
with Gutenberg and must, therefore, be removed from 
the controversy; types j and 4 must, in my opinion, be 
ascribed to Schoeffer; of type 6 (which most Biblio- 
graphers consider to be identical with type i) I can say 
nothing, except that I do not think it identical with type i. 
This, therefore, and the remaining types 1, 2 and 5, are, 
if I am not mistaken, tht only ona which can be {laimedfor 
Gutenberg. 

One of the 14 works forming this group (the Catho- 
licon of 1460) says that it was printed at Menit, and there 
is nothing against our assuming that the 13 other works 
were also printed in that city. 

But none of them reveal anything regardir^ the printer. 

AVc are, therefore, to infer, if possible, from other circum- 
stances who was the Inventor of printing. 

It has been usual to refer us, for a final decision, to what 
we may caJI Gutenberg-(i^rB/«ifnft. I have treated, at great 
length, of the aj which are known to us. Let us now lake 
a rapid review of them. 

Documents i (p. n), r3 (p. 63), and 17 (p. 105), are 
allowed, on all hands, to be forgeries of the weli-known 
Prof, Bodmann, who had himself so well posted up in the 
handwriting and language of old documents that he was 
able to supply his credulous friends with anything they 
wished, and, of coiu^e, with much more than a genuine 
historian would desire. 

Documents a (p. i z ; now I believe in the Town-Libraiy 
at FrankfurtX 4 (P- 18), 5 (p. 19), 8 (p. 58), lo (p. 60), 
II (p. 6r), 12 (p. 621, 15 {p. 103), 18 (p. 106), 19 
(p. to6), and 21 (p. 114), need not concern us any more. 
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as they merely establish the fad of Gutenberg's existence, 
which it is not my intention to deny. In the same category 
I place 

Document 3 {p. 13). Bui here I have to correct an 
error. Of this document I say on p. 16 that the date of 
the Manuscript, in which it occurs, does not go further 
back than 1581. I wrote this front such information as I 
could gather at Cambridge -and in the British Museum. 
No author had hitherto attempted to describe the Manu- 
script, and those who quoted it, called it a MS. of 1581 
(see e.g. Dr. Van der Linde, p. 513). In September, 1880, 
I visited the Frankfurt Town-Library and asked for the 
volume, but it had been Unl out to Eriaiigen, and I was 
unable to see it, though I remained for ten days at Frank- 
furt, An elaborate description of the MS. Chronicle has 
now appeared in " DU Chroniken der deuUthtn Staiite vom 
14. bis ins id. Jahrhunderl, Bd. xvii, (A&/«i)," edited by 
C. Hegel, from which we learn that johann Max. Zum 
Jungen, who died in 1649, bequeathed the volume, with 
other MSS. and books, to the Frankfurt Town-Library, in 
the Catal<^ue of which {Bibliotheca Jungiana), published 
in 1683, it is mentioned on p. 389. He (Zum Jungen) 
had bought it, in 1640, of Mallaus Merian, the Frankfurt 
engraver. Before Merian obtained it, the MS. had been in 
the possession of Wilhelm Fitter, and in 1605 it was In the 
hands of the well-known Johann Friedrich Faust von 
Aschaffenbui^. He, or some previous possessor, must 
have written the date 1581, which is now seen inside the 
binding under the title. 

The contents of the volume embrace the period of 
1332-1451, and its chief compiler was "a vntntss ef ike 
evertls which he reiaits in the latttr part of his work." Our 
document occupies the leaves ss-s?"* (jip. 73-78 of Hegel's 
edition), and is written, according to Hegel, by a different 
hand from that of the compiler, but a hand who wrote the 
three documents (dated 1341, 1430, which is ours, and 1437) 
found on the leaves 5o*-66. The heading of our docu- 
ment : die alie raeklunge, die ercshisclwf Cunradt selger 
gemacht hat, occurs on 53*; under it is written by a later 
hand : Aano dni 1430 ; 53* is blank ; S-1*~S7'* '•'^ docu- 
ment ; the name Henehin su Guienberg is found on 56^. 

Document 6 (p. 19) may safely be considered to be 
an iitventioH, if not a forgery, either of SchoepSin or of 
Wencker. 
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Document 9 (p. 58), is a. piece of oak, said to be a por- 
tion of Gutenberg's press, witii an inscription bearing the 
initials J. G. and the date MCDXLI. It is regarded. I 
belie\-e by most people, as a faUifi(ation. The thing was 
bought for s. very large sum of money, by a Dresden 
gentleman, and is, if I am not mistaken, joined to other, 
new, pieces of wood, so as to form a. press such as Guten- 
berg is presumed to have used. If the piece of oak could 
be considered to be a genuine relic of such a (printing) 
press, it would, of course, entirely alter the history of t}ie 
Invention of printing. Even in the absence of any product 
of the Invention of such an early period, the relic all 
would be evidence not only of a complete printing-office, ' 
even of a Gutenberg who had been aware of having invent 
something important, and was bent on leaving his name .^ 
posterity; and we should have to adopt the date 1441,^ 
not an earlier, as our starting point, and Strassburg as the 
place where the Invention had been accomplished. It is a 
pity that the circumstances under which the piece of oak 
was discovered (7) are not known, or at least have not been 
accurately described. If the locality where it was con- 
cealed and the history of this locality were known, it would 
perhaps enable us to form an opinion. Under the circum- 
stances we are left face to face with the piece of oak itself 
and the inscription it bears. I have never seen it myselfi 
and feel unable to pronounce for or against it Dr. Van 
' der Linde rejects the inscription because the year 1441 is 
expressed by MCDXIJ, and not MCCCCXLI. It seems, 
indeed, that as a rule 400 was expressed in Germany and 
elsewhere by CCCC, instead of CD. The question re- 
mains, however, whether there were no exceptions to this 
rule. The CD was not unknown; we find it in dales 
(MCDLXXIV &C.) recorded by Panzer, iL pp. 15, 16 (three 
times), iS, 13, 25. ^6. 29, 45, 146. It is true these dates 
are found in books printed at Milan and Barcelona, and I 
cannot find an instance of CD in German books or docu- 
ments ; but to people who feel inclined to believe in the 
Invention of printing at Strassburg or at Mentz it would 
seem rather hazardous to reject the press on this ground. 

Document 16 (p. 103) is ^ forged imprint by some person 
unknown. 

Document 10 {p, 107) must be a 
existed at atl. 



lua 
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Document 12 (p. 116) is not a fo^ry, but simpiy an 
entry in an Anniversarium, which refers to a man who 
was dead before 1423, and who was perhaps Gutenberg's 
grand-uncle, but not Gutenberg himselt 

When we set aside all these documents, which are either 
forgeries or documents which cannot help us in the con- 
troversy, there remain only three documents which can 
claim our further attention, namely, a) the Strassburg Law- 
suit of 1439 (document 7, p. 13); b) the Mentz Ijaw-suil 
of 1455 (document 14, p, 63) ; c) Dr. Homety's Bond of 
146S (document 33, p. 119). 

With regard to the several entries of which the law-suit 
of 1439 consists I have flrst to add a few particulars which 
I learned at Strassburg last September. On p. 26 I say 
that "Vol. C may have shared the same fate (as Volumes 
A and B, which are said to have been burnt during the 
siege of Strassburg in 1870), but it is nowhere explicitly 
mentioned." 

On my asking Dr. Brucker, the Strassburg Archivist, last 
September, whether he could tell me anything about this 
volume, \ was shown a work written by J. F. Lobstein, 
entitled : Mantitl da Nolariaf en AUaee mi Notices mr la 
composition de toutis les ttuda de cctte atidenne Province, %" 
Strassburg, 1844, where on p. 159 the author says : 

" the acls of the city-ardiives, which formed part of ihe chuicnj and 
of Ihe Chambet nf contracts and were deposited io Ihe study of the 
oldest DotAiy, commenced with the year 1500 ; those anttricr to this 
period, haci been delivered to Ihe flames, at the celebration of ihe 
hTsi/HeoflhtSupremi Betas, "^ '°t'' Bmmaire of (he year IKNo*. 
30, 1793S. A considenibie number of protocols, of files containing 
documents of every kind, titles of nobilitjr, andenl vellum charters, &c., 
all belonging to the archives of ihc town and of Ihe province, loaded 
on fifteen wagons, were bumed on this day, on (he square of the 
Cathedral, in sight of the castle ; we ouiselves witnessed the event" 

I On p. 327 Lobstein relates : 

"Amone the protocols of Ihe Chancery, those of Ihe year 14J9, 
which contained, among other things, (be setilcnce of the Senate, 
briweeo Cvltabcre and Andri Drituhen, have, unfortunately, been 
bumed, but that of the Grand Senate of the same year, containing the 
depositions of Ihe witnesses in tbis celebrated law-suit, have been 
[iieserved from destruction and deposited in the Town-Ljbrafy." 

»I believe Lobstein is the only author who has recorded 
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the fate of the Sentence of the Senate, contained ii 
which I had expected lo find still at Strassburg, 

All hope, therefore, of examining the volumes containing 
the entries of this Law-suit have vanished for ever, and 
under these circumstances it becomes difficult to express an 
opinion. 

We know that the genuineness of the volumes has never 
been questioned by the Germans; Bernard examined 
volumes A and B and found them authentic (see abov^ 
p. yi) ; Dibdin saw one of them, and regarded it as a copy 
(see above, p. 28). Dtbdin was not, I believe, an authoritf 
as regards manuscripts, and the only inference that could 
be drawn from his remark is that the manuscript he 
saw differed in style and character from 15th century 
writing which had come under Dibdin's notice, a kind of 
negative which appears to me insutScient for rejecting the 
document. 

To roe it always appeared suspicious that Schoepflin had 
just discovered documents which furnished hipi with evi- 
dence and a date which he had previously wished to find. 
It was his theory, and that of many of his friends, thai the 
Invention of printing had taken place, in an incomplete 
form, and in secret, at Strassburg, before il had been per- 
fected at Mentz. Everybody in his time, and long before 
him, talked of 1440 as the Mentz dale, and by his docu- 
ments, Schoepflin was, all at once, provided with a mechanical 
process, and thai a most rayslenoua one, already in opi 
tion, at a most convenient time, namely in 1439 at SOl 
burg. Schoepilin was also distinctly under the impre 
that Gutenberg had printed books at Strassbui^, and I 
. «ven mentions some works as Gutenberg's products. But 
l,{n his ignorance of incunabula, and misled by a date, he 
I Mlributed books to Gutenberg which we now know could 
not have been printed by him. Such proceedings musi 
arouse our suspicion. 

It has been pointed oul to me, i) that if once we admit 
the posiibility of the documents having been forged, we 
must not forget that Wencker, the Strassburg Archivist, 
discovered one portion of the Law-suit, and Schoepflin 
another; that, therefore, two dishonest men must hare 
been concerned. i> tliat even if we could surmount this 
difficulty, there would yei be another, namely that neither 
Wencker nor Schoepflm could, if ibey would, have forged 
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such lengthy documents as those of th« Strassbur^ Law-suit, 
because in their time people were too ignorant of the lan- 
guage and of palaeography to attempt such a thing. 

With regard to this first objection J must remark i) that 
no one ever saw, as far as I know, the Sentence of the 
Senate said to have been discovered by Wencker; and 2) 
that Schoepflin published it in 1760, therefore seventeen 
years after Wencker's death. As regards the second objec- 
tion, Schoepflin had unrestrained access to the Strassburg 
Archives. 1^ therefore, he possessed the same faculties as 
Bodmann, and could imitate the handwriting of the 15th 
century, he had merely to take a document which contained 
vhat similar to those he wished to introduce 
document, to change the names and modify cii- 
and he had alt he wanted. 

I must not be understood to say that things have hap- 
pened as I point out they migA/ have happened ; I merely 
want to say that I do not think a forgery impossible. \ will 
even go funher and say that the valuable bibliographical 
description, which De Laborde has given us of the two 
volumes which he has seen (see above, p. 34), must neces- 
sarily convey to us the idea that everything is genuine. But 
even here we must consider that Schoepflin may have found 
blank leaves in the volumes which enabled him to insert 
his documents, And when we deal with Schoepflin and 
Wencker, we must not forget what has been said above 
(p. 20 stjq.J where we see Schoepfliti build a whole Romance 
upon fictitious documents, produced by himself or his friend 
Wencker. 

I am allowed to publish a remark made to me by Dr. 
Brucker, the Strassbuig Archivist, who pointed out to me, 
last September, that it had always appeared strange to him, 
that Schoepflin had discovered his volumes, which contained 
.legal documents, in the Pfmnig-'niarni of Strassburg, a 
]>lace which was reserved, as the name indicates, for money- 
affairs, and not for acts of another nature. 

But, though I may hesitate to pronounce against Schoep- 
[Jin's documents of 1439, it seems that Dr. Van der Linde 
is anything but favourable to them. I must quote this 
author once more, in order tliat every one may judge for 
himself 

There is one remarkable passage in the Law-suit : namely 
the testimony of one of the witnesses, Hans Diinne, the 
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goldsmith, who declares that "three years ago or there- 
about he had earned from Gutenberg nearly loo guitdera, 
merely for that which belonged to printing" (sec above, 
p. 49). 

Il" this testimoDy be genuine, and the word " tnicken " is 
to be taken in the present sense, it must be clear that 
printing had already been exercised some time before 1 439 
at Sirassburg. and therefore long before we hear of it in 
Menlz. 

Dr. Van der Linde seems to be aware of this difEcuIty. 
An invention of printing at Strassburg, and before 1450, 
appears inconvenient to him. 

On pp. 327, 328 of his Gutenberg he speaks of Schoepflin's 
translation of "vier stiicke" by "quaiuor paginas," of 
"spiegel- and polier-arbeiten" by "artes mirabiles el 
secretae," as a translation to suit his own purpose, and he 
adds : " SchoepHin had the acts for an alarmingly long time 
under his keeping and Diinne's testimony appears at the 
end as if it had snowed into the document" 

Dr. Van der Linde thinks it necessary to explain why he 
feels himself at liberty to hint at such a dishonourable act 
of Schoepflin's ; he, therefore, adds in a note (p. 318) ; 

" I object to any indipiatioo which may be fell because t do not 
sufSciently respect the learned compiler of Alialia iiluilrala. He, 
tiuLt cmitd rob an nbbejr of its most precious books (pulEerium I457, 
J459) under the pretence of wbhiog 10 Gcod them;' us ui example U 
the ancient wt of prinltne, to (he royal Librarr »l Pari*, and nfter- 
wards sells them for bis own privnte gain, hu rorfeitcd the right of 
being considcreil on honest man. The gaol holds people {a.t man 



Dr. Van der Linde 's opinion, as to the honesty of ti 
people be has to deal with, cannot always be implicit 
relied upon (see above, p. 105). I am unacquaint<xl «j 
Schoepflin's offence of stealing books as related by Dr. Vd 
der Linde, but I certainly feel bound to remark that if x 
Van der Linde's suspicion with respect to Hans Diinn 
testimony be well founded, he (Dr. Van der Linde) I 
pronounced in the most unmistakcable manner against i! 
documents of the Law-suit of 1439. The clause containing 
Diinne's testimony happens to be among the facsimiles 
given by De Laborde; the writing and character of this 
clause diflers in no wise from the other portions of the Law- 
suit as given by De Laborde ; ergo : Dr, Van der Linde, 



i 



l^f^as he the Inventor of Printing? 189 



who regards Dunne's clause as a forgery, is bound to regard 
the wholt of the Law-suit of 1439 as a forgery. 

Dr. Van der Liode can scarcely expect to be at liberty 
to set up systems, and manipulate documents as he pleases, 
eliminating from ihem whatever does not suit him. 

Therefore, it appears to me that those who regard 
Diinne's testimony as a foi^ery of Schoepflin, have no 
choice but to reject the whole of the Strassburg Law-suit as 
a fabrication. On the other hand, those who accept it as 
genuine, can scarcely come to any other conclusion but that 
either trucken does not vx^asi prinling fiooks, or that printing 
was going on as early as 1439 at Strassburg. I cannot find 
that any German Leiticon inserts the word tnuhen, as mean- 
ing printing books, from this source. Are we to assume 
that no one believes in it ? 

Document 14 (p. 63). Of the Mentz Law-suit of 1455 
I have said already so much that I do not think it desirable 
to add more than that I should not feel justified in stating 
that I distrust the transa-ipis which are, for the present, our 
only guide." If we accept their text as genuine, Gutenberg 
may safely be regarded as a Mentz printer, who was esta- 
blished in that city at least as early as 1455. But — suppose 
we do this— I cannot find anything in the document which 
reveals Gutenberg to us as " the Inventor of Printing," and 
that is, after all, the question that concerns us. Nor can I 
find any such evidence in our last 

Document No, 13 (p. 119) ; the Horaery bond, which, if 
genuine (and I have already said that I have no grounds to 
suspect it), gives further confirmatory testimony as to Guten- 

Iberg having been Uiprinier, but which leaves us in the dark 
as to whether he was " the Inventor," and as to what he did 
print, and what t>T>es had been in his possession. 
i 



To conclude: the question "was Gutenberg the In- 
■ venlor of Printing" I must leave, to my great regret, 

I unanswered, because all data for a decision are wanting. I 
believe, t may state the result of my inquiry to be as 
follows. As early as (Nov. 15) 1454 two printers were at 
work at Mentz ; the name of one of them may have been 
Johann Gutenberg (perhaps subsidized by Johann Fust), 
but it is not stated anywhere ; the name of the other is, in 

L all probability, Peter (Schoeffer)deGemssheyTn (see p. 166). 

I TTiat the latter did not consider himself to have been the 
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VjtrsI, or even the c^ief, printer (of Mentz), seems soffi- 
f caently clear from irhat we may call his own statemeat, in 
" e imprint of the Juslinianus of 24 May 1468, in which he 
I ipeaks of two Johannes " Libronim insigncs prolhoairag- 
l imftWquos genuit ambos urbs maguntina." One of these 
I Tohannes must have been Johann Fust ; who was the other ? 
I Everybody says Gutenberg, and I am in no position to 
[contract it It is possible that Johann Mentelin, wl 
■.fdnted at Strassburg already in 1460 {we may even 
1 1459). may have been meant, but we know nothing of 
' lesidence at Mentz. 

Schocffer repeated his statement in the reprint of 
Juslinianus in 147?, and in the Decretals of 147J, but 
omitted it in the rei>rint of the Justinianus in r476. 

The question : Where did Peter Schoeffer learn the art 
of printing, I cannot solve, for want of any distinct state- 
I Bent regarding this point 

That proifwcara^^atici A(x^ not necessarily roeao H^^fint 
' (primi) typographers on earth, we know from the way in 
which /TOjlSiJ- was used in the later Middle Ages, it simply 
ugnifying chief, principaL 

In the Grammatica, published in 146S by Schoefler, 
appeared the well-known lines : ^_ 

"At Moguntina sum fusus in urbe libellus, ^| 

Meque damus genuit unde caragma veniC ^H 

These verses are said to originate with Joh. Brimnen 
(otherwise called Johannes Fons) the chief corrector in 
Schoeffer's office and the author of the work. But h^e 
we are confronted with the difficulty that the boot in 
question was printed in Schoeffer's office, which we know 
to be not the office in which Gutenberg is said to have 
started. Therefore, as early as 1468, a distinct statement 
is made by a Printer at Mtnts, as to wfure the Invention 
of Printing had taken place. And yet we are now con- 
tinually pressed to believe that it has taken place, not in 
tht locality named, but in another, namely in the house 
which Gutenberg occupied from the moment he came to 
Mentz till bis law-suit with Johann Fust, which was ni>t the 
house where Schoeffer printed in 1468, and whence he tells 
us that the earagma had come. Dr. Van fler Linde explai' 
this difficulty with his usual facility (see his p. S85). 
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The first distinct mention of the name of Gutenberg is 

found, as far as we know, in 3 Chronicle published, on the 
i4lh July 1474, at Rome, by Joh. Philippus de Lignamine. 
The publisher, whose name appears in the imprint, was 
House-physician to Pope Sixtus IV, and had established a 
printing office at Rome. I cannot say who was the com- 
piler of this work, but Eckhard and Muratori ascribe it to 
" RicobaJdus Fenariensis, or another anonymous author of 
the same period." It is preceded by a letter of the Pub- 
lisher to Sixlus IV, occupying the first seven leaves. Leaf 
8 commences : Incipit Crononica (sk) summoruni |1 Ponti- 
ficuOT Imperatorumqw : Ac || de septem ^tatibus mu?idi 
ex. s. II Hyeronimo: Eusebio aliisque ui||ris eruditis ex- 
cerpta. & primo ||. 

The first portion of the Chronicle (that ascribed to 
Ricobaldus) goes down to 1313. After this comes a con- 
tinuation, beginning with the year 1316, which is said to be 
the work of Joh. Ph. de Lignamine. In this continuation^ 
which is, like the whole of the Chronicle, a series of 
insulated paragraphs, sorted, as far as possible, into strict 
chronological sequence — comes, between two entries, relat- 
ing one to 14 July 1459 and the other to 1 October 1459, 
the following undated paragraph : 

Jacobus cognommto Gutenbeigo : ^patria || Aigeotbus & quidain 
alter cui nomen II Fiuiiu iropnoiendBrwH litterarwH in mem- II branis 
cum metalltcis rormis perili crc- 1[ ccnUs cartas quisquf corvin urdiem 
Ikcere II innotescunlapud Maguntian Germanic [I ciuitatem. Jobannes 
quoqu* Mcnteliniu [| nuncupatns apud Argenttnam eiusdem || pnmincie 
ciuitatem : ac in eodem aitificio || perilus lotidem cartas per diem 
iMpricaeie |l agooscitur. |[ 

Here therefore, is a plain statement that in the summer 
of 1459 two presses were at work at Mentz and one at 
Strassburg in the hands of Gutenberg, Fust, and Mentelin 
respectively ; but not a single word is to be found which 
even touches upon the Invention of the art. 

It is to be remarked that the same Chronicle says, under 
the year 1464: 

" Comsdus Suue]mem : ac Amoldus panam Vdalricus Gallus 
■Mtte ex alia Teulhoncs librarii iosignes Rama/n uenientca primi 
unprimendorum librorum artem in Ital^m intnxluicre uecenus cartas 
per diem imprementes." 

The Chronicle was reprinted at Rome on the loth 
February 1476 by Johannes Schurener de Bopardia, with- 
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ration, exx^^^H 
'ergo, and ^^^^^ 



out De Lignamine's Letter to Sixtus TV. 
I rtwo passages quoted above witiiout any alteration, 
\ ttut instead of GuUnbtrgo, we find Cutaibergo, 

fanarcs there is Pannaris. ^ 

The Chronicle was republished by J, G. Eccard (Corpus 

hlstoricum Mcdii Aevl, vol. i (1723). coL 1299), and L, A, 

Muratori (Rer, Ital. ScriptL, vol. 9 (1726), coL 163). 

Both print Gutenberger, and both print Justus instead of 

To qtiote later documents or writers than those of 1468 
and 1474, just mentioned, would be unsafe for my puqXKc, 
as after these dates we unavoidably plunge more and more 
into the dark region of tradition. Dr. Van der Linde has 
{p. igi) drawn up a List of what he calls "Witnesses," 
which may be consulted. 

Beyond 1454 (the date when printing makes its appear- 
l «nce in a. perfect state) I cannot go, simply because there is 
\ nothing to rest myself upon. The diary of Jean Le Robert, 
the abbot of Cambray, speaking of books "jet^ en molle," 
in Jan. 1445, (c£ Bernard, Orig. de Pimpr. i. 97} alTonis a 
point to look back upon, but for the present it would only 
encourage me to indulge in speculation, which it is the 
whole object of my book to discourage to the utmost of D 
power. 
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Ttitheim (Job.), 70. 73 
Tross (Edwin), 15S, t66 
Typography, 5, 8 

Uffesback (Zactoriu Coured 
'On), 75-77. 79-81, 91-93. 97" 
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Van okh Likde, see 1 

Veldener (Joh.), 139 

Veigil (Polydoic), 69 

Verwer (Manin), 53 

Villier* (De), Me De 

Vinne (De). see De 

Vi[^ Bucolica (Heumum'sed.), 

Vocabularius Ex quo of 1467, It;!' 

135, 117. 138. 143, 145, 147, i'79 
of 1469, 133, 135. 1*9. 1*1- 

145. '47. 179 
of 1473, 143, i+s-MSL IW. 

iSo 

of 1477, 145, 149. 181 

Vocabularius juris utiiuiqae (cC 

'4771. 18' 

WALTHZR(Dr.), 108, X 

Weieel,7 

Wencker (Jac.), 30-32, 35-a 
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Wen.srler (Mich.), I5(\ 154 
Wetter. 33, 79, 93. 99. 158, 159 
Willabire. 7 
Wilion House, 103 
Wimpfeling (Jac), 15, 11 
Wittig (l»o). 70 
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Wolf (Joh. Christian), 76, 77, 78, 

91, 92, 98 
Wolf (Joh. Christaph,), 74, 76, 83, 

84, 86, 90-92, 96, 98, 102 
Wolfenbuttel (Printed books and 

documents at), 109, no, 150-153, 

156, 161-163, 166, 172, 173 
Wiirtzbnrg (documents at), loi, 

115, 116, 120, 173 
Wiirdtwein (Steph. Alex-), 103 
Wuttke, 5 



Wyss (Dr. Arthur), loi, 103, 107, 
115, 116, 177 

Xylocraphbrs, 7 
Xylography, 5, 6 

Zabern (Barbel von), 23, 34 
Zabem (Jac.)> 126 
Zestermann, 7 
Zimi Jungen, see Jungen 




2 D 



it 



BY THE SAME: 

THE HAARLEM LEGEND OF THE INVENTION 
OF PRINTING by Loorens Janszoon Coster, critically examined 
by Dr. A. VAN DER LINDE. Translated from the Dutch 
by J. H. HESSELS, with an Introduction, and a classified 
List of the Costerian Incimahnla. London (Blades). 187 1. 8*, 
price, 7s. 6d. {Sold by B, QMariick, 1$ Pkcadmy.) 



LEX SALIC A; the ten texts with the glosses, and the 

Lex Fmendata. Synoptkally edited by J. H. HESSELS. 
With Notes on the Franldsh words in the Lex Salica, by Prof. 
H. KERN, of Leiden. London (John Murray). 1880. 4*. 
price, 4as. 
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